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Since the passage of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act in 1975, a
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both experienced and created by public schools attempting to fulfill the federal
mandate to provide students with disabilities an appropriate public education. The

purpose of this study is to examine the process of inclusion as implemented by
teachers of students with learning disabilities. This study is a qualitative research
project. A grounded theory approach, used to derive constructs and laws directly
from the immediate data collected, rather than from prior research and theory was
utilized. Three regular classroom teachers were selected for detailed investigation.

The investigation focused on the usability of the Individualized Education Plans
(IEP) and how well the regular education teacher implemented the interventions
and accommodations specified in the IEP for students with learning disabilities in

their class. To enhance the validity and generalizability of the findings, several
methods of data collection were used: researching student files, interviews and
observations. Upon analysis of the data, various themes emerged. The themes

were grouped into three areas of focus: general classroom teachers, the IEP, and
administrative focus. The data obtained in this study are characteristic of previous
research findings; teachers typically provide

whole-class,

undifferentiated

instruction and offer minimal adaptations for students with learning disabilities, the

IEPs consistently lack usability and the language used in the IEP is confusing. This

study indicates that focusing on the IEP itself can make a significant impact. By
specifically defining terms used in the IEP and by soliciting the input from previous

teachers to document specific teaching strategies for a student with a learning
disability the IEP will evolve into a tool to be used by subsequent teachers. It is not

a sufficient strategy simply to return students with disabilities to unchanged
mainstream programs. Teacher education programs need to focus on the increasing

diversity of the student population and emphasize techniques in modifying and
differentiating curriculum. The regular school programs need to be re-created so
that they can meet more effectively the diverse and individual needs of all students.
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A CASE STUDY OF INCLUSION: IT'S TIME TO GET MAD

INTRODUCTION
The term inclusion is used to describe the practices designed to effectively

educate students with disabilities in regular classroom settings. The concept of

inclusion was an outgrowth of Public Law 94 142 (PL 94-142), commonly
known as the "Mainstreaming Act." Mainstreaming is defined as the practice of
teaching students with disabilities in the least restrictive environment (PL 94-142).
Inclusion has been defined as one part of a full continuum of service delivery

options to all students with special needs (Monahan, Marino, & Miller, 1996). In
full inclusion, students with disabilities are educated in regular classrooms all the

time. Because full inclusion is not appropriate for all students with disabilities,
different degrees of inclusion should be practiced in schools (Fitzgerald, Glodoski,
Knox, McCaskill, Peizek. Szopinski & Toshner, 1993).

PROBLEM DEFINITION
Since the passage of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (PL 94-

142) in 1975, a number of common problems have emerged. Primarily they
involve the difficulties both experienced and created by public schools attempting
to fulfill the federal mandate to provide students with disabilities a free and
appropriate public education.
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Among students, parents, school administrators, and teachers, the difficulties
experienced include the need for integration throughout the educational system; the

need for collaboration and cooperation among all invested parties; the need for
teacher training both at the pre-service and in-service levels; the need for a
supportive environment for all invested parties; and, the need for sufficient
numbers of supplemental professionals to assist with the more challenging students

(Lanier & Lather, 1996).
Students with learning disabilities comprise more than half of the total

number of students receiving special services. They also comprise approximately
five percent of the total student population in the United States (Jost, 1993). More
than seventy-six percent of students with learning disabilities spend at least part of
the academic day in a regular classroom setting (McLeskey & Pacehiano, 1994).
These proportions indicate that every teacher is likely to have at least one student
with a learning disability during each class period.
Unlike other disabilities, such as cerebral palsy or blindness, which are
typically referred to as a handicapping condition, a learning disability is a hidden

disability. Where a disability is viewed as being objective, and having a
measurable lack of function or form, a handicapping condition is one, which has a
subjective, or environmental limitation associated with the disability (Gearheart &

Weishahn, 1984). Federal guidelines define a learning disability as a disorder in at
least one of the basic psychological processes involved in understanding and using
written or spoken language, manifested in impaired ability to listen, think, speak,
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read, write, spell, or calculate. Specifically excluded in the federal definition are
visual and hearing impairments,

mental retardation,

and environmental, economic

and cultural disadvantages (Jost, 1993). Students with learning disabilities have
normal to above normal intellect. Most school districts use a working definition
that identifies a student as learning disabled if there is a severe discrepancy

between ability and school achievement (Bateman, 1992). There is no agreement
about what constitutes a "severe discrepancy," or how the discrepancy would be

determined (Frankenberger & Fronzablio, 1993). Because a learning disability
does not leave visible signs that would invite others to be understanding or

offer

support, students with learning disabilities are often misunderstood and left
unsupported, both socially and academically, in the regular classroom environment
(National Institute of Mental Health, 1999; Stone & LaGreca, 1990).

PURPOSE
I approached this study with a mix of critical theory and postpositivist

epistemology as defined by Gall, Borg and Gall (1996). I differ from a critical
theorist in that I do not purport to have the answers, but I do view students with

learning disabilities as being oppressed, and see the need for the formulation of
principles designed to clarify the power relationships and forms of oppression
existing in our society, and thus to serve as a guide to efforts to emancipate

students with learning disabilities from their oppression. I also believe that social
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reality is a construction, and that it is constructed differently by different
individuals, a postpositivist perspective.
The setting of this study is in a small metropolitan area located in Oregon.

The school site is a rural elementary schooL The purpose of this study is to
examine the process of inclusion as implemented by teachers of students with

learning disabilities. The investigation seeks to determine what processes need to
be changed or added to improve the delivery of special education services for
students with learning disabilities through inclusion.

i1

IMPORTANCE TO THE FIELD OF EDUCATION

Research indicates that the practice of inclusion has made a positive impact
in the education of students with learning disabilities (Slavin, 1990; Schragg &

Burnette, 1993). The practice of inclusion is an important goal in the education of
students with learning disabilities. Research also indicates that the practice of
inclusion needs improvement (Wilcox & Wigle, 1996; Hunt & Goetz, 1997). To
understand the practice of inclusion as it is today, it is important to evaluate the
historical development of special education law and the present evidence showing

the progress which has occurred over the last twenty-five years. See Appendix A
for a glossary of terms utilized in this study.

THE HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION LAW
Prior to 1950, students with learning disabilities did not have legal grounds
on which they could stand in the pursuit of an equal educational opportunity.
Through the advocacy efibrts of parents, and through significant litigation, laws
have been passed which now supply the leverage needed for disabled students to
obtain an equal educational opportunity (Gearheart, B.R., Weishahn, M.W
Gearheart, 1984).
Brown v. the Board of Education (1954), although a case dealing with
discrimination based on race, provided the precedent for many of the court cases

involving educational discrimination of students with disabilities (Osborne, A.G.,

JR, 1996). No student may be forced into educational systems that are unequal
based on protected class status. It was argued that special education was a separate

and unequal system of education. The legal foundation of the quest for equality of
opportunity in education generally is the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment of the United States Constitution.
Other landmark court cases resulted in rulings;
That all students with disabilities have a right to an education (Mills v.

D.C. Board of Education. 1972, in Osbourne, A.G., 1996)
That students may not be evaluated with culturally biased tests, which

may lead to the misidentification of a disability (Diana V. State Board of

Education, 1973, in Osbourne, A.G., 1996)
That the homogeneous grouping of students with disabilities is
discriminatoiy (Hobson v. Hansen, 1967, in Osbourne, A.G., 1996).
The legal issues in these cases find their roots in public laws beginning more
than thirty-five years ago beginning with the Elementary and Secondary Education

Act of 1965 (Public Law 89-10). Eight months later Public Law 89-10 was
amended with the enactment of Public Law 89-313, the Elementary and Secondary

Education Act Amendments of 1965. Public Law 89-750 in 1966, Public Law 90247 in 1968, and Public Law 91-230 in 1970, which were all amendments to the

original Elementary and Secondary Education Act, followed this. The laws which
are more fimiiliar and sited in today's discussions on special education began in
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1973 with the Vocational Rehabilitation Act (Public Law 93-1 12, Section 504),

followed by the Educational Amendments Act (Public Law 93-380) in 1974, the
Education for All Handicapped Children Act (Public Law 94-142) in 1975, the
Education of the Handicapped Act Amendments (Public Law 99-457) in 1986, the
Americans with Disabilities Act (Public Law 10 1-336) in 1990, and Individuals

with Disabilities Education Act (Public Law 101-476) in 1990, which amended and
retitled Public Law 94-142 (Gearheart, B.R., Weishahn, M.W., Gearheart, 1996).

Each of these public laws made positive strides toward the education of
learners who are exceptional. The first cited law, the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), strengthened and improved educational quality and

opportunity in the nation's elementary and secondary schools. Over the next ten
years, the amendments made to ESEA, would strengthen the quality of education

for students with disabilities. Found in these amendments was the first federal
grant program specifically targeted for children and youth with disabilities, which

enabeled state agencies to educate children with disabilities. Also found is the first
federal grant program for the education of children with disabilities at the local

school level rather than state-operated schools and institutions. Also found in these
amendments is the establishment of the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped,
support for demonstration programs, support to conduct research and evaluate
federally funded programs, to provide financial support for training special
educators, funding for regional resource centers, centers and services for children
with deaf-blindness, support for the expansion of instructional media programs, and
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fmancial support for the establishment of the National Advisory Council (now

referred to as the National Council on Disability). The Vocational Rehabilitation
Act (VRA) further strengthens these laws by defining "handicapped person",

defining "appropriate education" and by prohibiting discrimination against students
with disabilities in federally funded programs. The Education Amendments Act
grants federal funds to states for programming for exceptional learners, provides
the first federal funding of state programs for students who are gifted and talented,
and grants students and families the right of due process in special education

placement. The Education for All Handicapped Children Act (EAHCA) is known
as the "Mainstreaming Law". It requires states to provide a free and appropriate
public education for children with disabilities, ages five to eighteen, requires
individualized education programs (IEP), and was the first to define a "least

restrictive environment". The Education of the Handicapped Act Amendments
requires states to extend free and appropriate education to children with disabilities,
ages three to five, and establishes early intervention programs for infants and

toddlers with disabilities, ages birth to two years. The Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) prohibits discrimination against people with disabilities in the private
sector, protects equal opportunity to employment and public services,

accommodations, transportation, and telecommunications. The ADA also defines a
disability to include people with autoimmune deficiency syndrome (AIDS). The
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) renames and replaces Public

Law 94-142. IDEA also extends special education services to include social work

and rehabilitation services, extends provisions for due process and confidentiality
for students and parents, add two new categories of disability: autism and traumatic
brain injury, requires states to provide bilingual education programs for students
with disabilities, and requires states to educate students with disabilities for
transition to employment, and to provide transition services.
The most current law, IDEA, which was revised in 1997, mandates that all
students with disabilities who are educated in the public schools receive a free and

appropriate education in the least restrictive environment. In most cases, the
mainstream classroom for a majority of the school day represents the least
restrictive environment for students with learning disabilities. In order to ensure
successful inclusion, all students with disabilities must be provided with

Individualized Educational Plans (IEP). Documented in the IEP is the student's
present level of performance, short-term objectives, annual goals and appropriate

objective criteria and evaluation procedures. The IEP stipulates the amount of
assistance the student shall receive from the special education teacher and the
amount of time the student will be in the general classroom setting (Monahan,

Marino, & Miller, 1996). It is the general classroom teacher who is responsible for
providing an appropriate education to the disabled student while in the classroom
setting (Website, United States Department of Education, 2002).
Although IDEA mandates a free and appropriate public education for
students with disabilities, many students with learning disabilities do not receive an

appropriate education. This is evidenced by the 1991 Supreme Court ruling in
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favor of Carter in Carter v. Florence County School District Four (Osborne, A.G.,

1996). In this case the student's parents, dissatisfied with the school district's IEP,
placed the student in a private school. Eventually, the district court held that the
school district's IEP was inadequate and ordered reimbursement for the private
school (Osborne, 1996).

Through the advocacy efforts of parents, and through significant litigation,
laws have been passed which now supply the leverage needed for students with
learning disabilities to obtain an equal educational opportunity in the least
restrictive environment.

EVIDENCE OF PROGRESS
Recent research paints a clear picture of the success and Ililure of inclusive
practices. Research reported by Slavin (1990) summarized that in inclusive
settings, students with learning disabilities improve their social interaction and

academic performance. Non-disabled peers also benefit from the social interaction
with their disabled peers.

Schragg and Burnette (1993) observed students in inclusive schools as they
worked in flexible learning environments with the implementation of teaching
strategies such as cooperative learning, peer mediated learning, collaboration and

team teaching. The conclusions of their study also indicated that inclusion allows

11

for all students to interact with their peers leading to positive outcomes for both the
students with learning disabilities and for their non-disabled peers.

Although some students with learning disabilities have benefited socially
from these inclusive programs, many students are languishing unsupported in

regular classrooms, with teachers who are unable or unwilling to provide an
appropriate education (Murphy, 1996). Research studies have indicated that there
is a lack of appropriate teacher preparation, and that there are attitudes, policies and
educational structures which negatively impact the outcome for students with
learning disabilities in a mainstreamed classroom.

According to Wilcox & Wigle (1996), the general classroom teacher is a
significant variable in the process of inclusion. They suggest that there is a lack of
appropriate preparation, many educators do not know how to adapt and modi1' the
curriculum and instructional programs to meet diverse student needs, deal with
behavioral difficulties and/or provide the specialized tools, techniques, and

supports that some students will need to be successful in the mainstream. This
study investigated the changes in the inclusion practices of

six school districts

between the years of 1974 and 1994. This study's fmdings were:

1. The response of general educators to inclusion was generally positive in
1974, and it seemed to remain so in 1994. However, not all teachers
accepted inclusion in 1974, and that remained true in 1994.
2.

In 1994, parental desire for inclusionary practices for their children had

increased. However, teacher attitudes toward inclusion did not parallel
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that of parental attitudes. There was an increase in the desire by general
classroom teachers to use pullout services to help students with learning
disabilities.
3.

In 1974, it was reported that the professional agreements in teacher

contracts could have operated to limit inclusion. In 1994, it was reported
that the Agreements were even stronger and their impact on inclusion was
even more limiting.
4.

In both 1974 and 1994, it was reported that it remained difficult for new
teachers (both special and general classroom teachers) to appreciate the
degree to which they were expected to cooperate with other teachers in
dealing with students having learning disabilities.

5.

In 1994, it was reported that there was actually more support for students
with severe disabilities than there was for students with learning

disabilities. This fmding was assessed to be a result of inadequate teacher
training. Because new teachers (both special and general classroom
teachers) did not seem to have the skills necessary to be effective in

inclusive classrooms, it became more difficult to integrate students with
disabilities.

As indicated by this study, there are entrenched attitudes, policies and
educational structures that work against achieving more inclusionary school
environments.
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The results of the study by Wilcox and Wigle are affirmed by other studies.
Hunt and Goetz (1997) summarized nineteen research investigations, published
since 1992; all nineteen investigations support the fmdings of Wilcox and Wigle.
A study by Jobe, Rust and Brissie (1996) which included a randomly selected
national sample of 162 classroom teachers, also supports Wilcox and Wigle.
Among other bodies of literature that support these findings are studies by Fuchs
and Fuchs (1995) and by McDonnell (1997).

In a study by Larivee and Cook (1979), it was suggested that while
integration may be legally superimposed on classroom teachers, the manner in
which they respond to the needs of the special child may be a Ihr more potent
variable in determining the success of mainstreaming than is any administrative or

curricular scheme. It is the attitudes of the teachers that will determine the success
or failure of these strategies.

Research studies also indicate that teachers discriminate among students with

different disabilities. There are teachers who refuse to accept responsibility for
teaching the students with learning disabilities (Johnston, 1994). Evidence that
teachers express hostility toward including students learning disabilities argues the
need for additional training to fitmiliarize teachers with not only their legal
obligations but also with strategies for working with these students (Soodak, Podell

& Lehman, 1998).
A teacher's attitude may be affected by four variables: the teacher's
perception of the degree of personal success with special-needs students, level of
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administrative support received, availability of supportive services and the amount
of collaboration among teachers, parents and supportive personnel (Wood, 1998;
Larivee & Cook, 1979).

Research writings agree that successful inclusion programs, however, not
only provide information, but also help build a common theoretical framework,
which will empower classroom teachers to be effective when teaching to students

with learning disabilities. Appropriate instruction in classrooms requires a variety
of instructional methods to address individual needs. Educators, however, tend to
favor one instructional approach to the exclusion of other approaches. This may be
due the philosophical underpinnings of each teacher (Mercer, Lane, Jordan,

Allsopp & Eisele, 1996). How well teachers function in inclusive classrooms may
be a direct result of the methods they choose to incorporate or reject, since their
allegiance to one method reduces the options for themselves and their students, as
well as reducing their ability to effectively teach in inclusive classrooms.
Attitudes that determine the effectiveness of inclusionary teachers seem to be
linked to humanistic views regarding the worth of each

individual (Olson,

Chalmers & Hoover, 1997). A teacher's perception of student needs is a function
of information level, knowledge attainment, specific skill acquisition, contact and
experience with the exceptional child (Gersten, Walker & Darch, 1988; Palmer,
1979).

Researchers believe that the willingness of teachers to accept students with
learning disabilities into inclusive classrooms, and their effectiveness in dealing
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with those students, may also be strengthened by appropriate training in the

characteristics and behaviors of students with learning disabilities. The study by
Lather and Lather (1996) suggested that when teachers are provided such
education, their enthusiasm for accepting students with learning disabilities into the

regular classroom would remain stable over time and with experience. The
findings of this study support the attribution theory as presented by Bernard Weiner
(Banks & Thompson. 1995).

Attribution theory concerns a teacher's attempt to know why an event

occurred, particularly in relation to the student's achievement. Casual attributions
(ideas about why a student succeeds or fils) are produced when there has been an
unexpected outcome. Teachers generate a variety of explanations for these
unexpected outcomes. Some of the ways teachers explain the success or fitilure of
students are that it has been caused by a high or low ability or aptitude, good or
poor effort, task ease or difficulty, effective or ineffective strategies, or other

factors. In attribution theory, there is a large amount of judgment on the part of
teachers. This clearly exemplifies the importance for teachers to have a working
knowledge and understanding of their students with learning disabilities (Banks &
Thompson. 1995).

Educational researchers believe that increasing the ability of educators to
teach students with learning disabilities in an inclusive classroom, with innovative

inclusive practices, can be accomplished in a variety of ways. In-service training is
one method suggested to improve inclusive practices. In-service training must be
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comprehensive and should include team-teaching techniques that pair regular

education teachers with special education teachers (Stoler, 1992). Professional
conferences, peer coaching, and university and school system partnerships are other
methods that can be used to impart information on inclusion (King-Sears &
Cummings, 1996; Lanier & Lather, 1996).
Recent research paints a clear picture of the success and fitilure of inclusive

practices. The successes are found in the improved social interactions of disabled
students in an inclusive setting. The failures are found in the attitudes and inability
of classroom teachers to teach students with learning disabilities. Although
mandated since 1975, research findings shows little evidence of growth in the
abilities of teachers to provide an appropriated education to students with learning

disabilities in the general classroom. Teachers typically provide whole-class,
undifferentiated instruction and offer minimal adaptations for students with
learning disabilities (Mcintosh, Vaughn, Schumni, Haager & Lee, 1993).
One of the greatest challenges for our schools is to create educational programs

that meet individual needs in an increasingly diverse general education. Students
who have special education needs are only some of the many students who require
carefully designed interventions and support to enhance their learning and life
situation.

Other studies indicate that general educators are not adequately prepared to

meet the needs of students with learning disabilities. Schiosser and Millar wrote in
1991 that most pre-service programs require little or no special education
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coursework or experience. Also in 1991, Reiff, Evans, and Cass suggested that
when courses are required, the content focus tends to be categorical and descriptive
with little, if any, information on inclusive interventions or on support and

consultation functions. Although these articles are somewhat dated, their
conclusions would explain the more current findings that reflect the inability of
general educators to meet the needs of students with learning disabilities within

their classrooms
Have our teacher education programs responded to the increased diversity

and the changing needs of our students? How are our teachers being prepared to
meet the demands of effectively teaching students in such a diverse group? More
specifically, how are our teachers being prepared to effectively teach students with
learning disabilities in an inclusive classroom?

TEACHER PREPARATION
Colleges and universities that prepare teachers for work in elementary and
secondary schools develop their programs based on both national and state level
standards.

National Standards
The National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) is
recognized by the United States Department of Education as the accrediting body
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for colleges and universities that prepare teachers and other professional personnel

for work in elementary and secondary schools. Through its voluntary, peer review
process, NCATE ensures that accredited institutions produce competent, caring,
and qualified teachers and other school personnel who can help all students learn

(NCATE Website, 2001). There are six NCATE's standards, which apply to both
initial teacher preparation and advanced levels, and are based on the belief that all
children can and should learn (see Appendix B).
NCATE ensures the quality of programs for the preparation of teachers and
other professional school personnel through a program review process that is part

of the accreditation procedure. Reviewers from the relevant professional specialty
associations examine programs within the school, college, or department of
education, and write a report on their findings. The institutions must provide
evidence that candidates in these programs know the subject matter and how to

teach it effectively. Those programs that meet the standards in a discipline are
noted as nationally recognized programs by NCATE.
Among the standards that are of specific importance to students with learning
disabilities are:
1. Accredited schools, colleges, and departments of education should

commit to preparing teachers for a diverse community of students
and should encourage collegiality, reflective practice, continuous
improvement, and collaboration among educators, learners, and

families.
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2. The new professional teacher who graduates from a professionally
accredited school, college, or department of education should be
able to help all pre-kindergarten through twelfth grade students
learn and the teacher should apply effective methods of teaching to
students who have different learning styles.

The new professional teacher who graduates from a professionally accredited
school, college, or department of education should be able to challenge students
toward cognitive complexity and engage all students, including students with

learning disabilities, through instructional conversation. These experiences help
candidates confront issues of diversity that affect teaching and student learning and

develop strategies for improving student learning and candidates' effectiveness as
teachers.

Oregon State Standards
The Oregon Teacher Standards and Practices Commission (TSPC) establish a
licensure program for teachers that supports the Oregon State Educational Act for
the twenty-first Century and is consistent with the redesign of teacher work to

accomplish objectives for the State's schools (TSPC Website, 2001). TSPC
identifies five characteristics essential for a professional teacher and specifies areas
of knowledge, skill, and competencies to be demonstrated by a successful candidate
graduating from an accredited program (see Appendix C).
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Attributes that are of particular importance to students with learning
disabilities are:

1. The ability of the teacher to adapt unit and lesson plans for students
with diverse needs.

2. The teacher's ability to establish a classroom climate conducive to
learning.

3. The teacher's ability to affirm the dignity and worth of all students
and provide the positive support that students need to be effective
learners.

4. The teacher's ability to apply principles of least restrictive
environment for students with disabilities.

5. The teacher's ability to arrange and set up instructional materials
and to use them effectively and efficiently during lessons.

6. The teacher's ability to engage students in planned learning
activities.

7. The teacher's ability to use a variety of research-based educational
practices that reflect how students learn and practices that are
sensitive to individual differences.

8. The teacher's ability to monitor the progress of students involved in
learning activities and to decipher if the pace or content of
instruction needs to be modified to assure that all students
accomplish lesson and unit objectives.

2!
It is also important for teachers to document student progress in
accomplishing goals, to prepare data summaries that show this progress to others,
and inform students, resource teachers, future teachers and parents about the

students progress in learning. Once the student evaluation is complete it is
important to refine plans for instruction, establish alternative learning options, or
make appropriate referrals.
For students with learning disabilities these are the Oregon state standards

that are most important for teachers to adhere to. These are the professional
behaviors, ethics and values that teachers are expected to demonstrate to ensure
learning by all students.

Both the national and the state standards are clearly written but it is the
responsibility of the colleges and universities to develop programs that meet these
standards.

Teacher Education

Programs

Michigan State University and the University of Wisconsin, in Madison, can

exemplifr elementary teacher education programs meeting those National
guidelines. U.S. News and World Report magazine ranked these two programs as
the top two graduate schools in the field of elementary education in 2001

(usnews.com, 2001). The University of Oregon was ranked eleventh by U.S. News
and is an example of a program designed to meet both national and state standards.
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Micbiaan State University
The School of Education at Michigan State University (Michigan State
University website, 2001) requires a minimum of 2.5 grade point average (GPA) in

all Pre-lnternship Education Studies. Upon successful completion of the PreInternship Education Studies, the candidate advances to the InternshIp phase, which

is a full year of study and experience. The Pre-Internship Education Studies and
the Internship phase consists of forty-eight semester units of course work (see
Appendix D)

The School of Education at Michigan State University provides coursework

that emphasizes preparation of teachers for a diverse community of students. Of
the forty-eight semester units of course work, twenty-four units are for courses

which deal with diversity. Based on the number of units and course titles it appears
that fifty percent of the curriculum deals with teaching to a diverse community of
students. Teachers graduating from this program should be prepared to encourage
collegiality, exhibit reflective practice, continuous improvement, and collaboration

among educators, learners, and families. Although the coursework at Michigan
State University has more emphasis on cultural diversity than learning differences,
a focus on diversity should assist the new professional teacher who graduates from
Michigan State University to be able to help all pre-kindergarten through twelfth

grade students learn and the teacher should be able to apply effective methods of
teaching to students who have different learning styles.
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University of Wisconsin - Madison
The School of Education at the University of Wisconsin in Madison
(University of Wisconsm website, 2001) requires a minimum of 2.75 GPA in all

Pre-internsbip Studies. Upon successful completion of the Pre-Internship
Education Studies, the candidate advances to the Education Professional Sequence.
The Pre-Internship Education Studies and the Education Professional Sequence
consists of eighty semester units of course work (see Appendix D).
The School of Education at the University of Wisconsin in Madison does not
provide the same degree of emphasis on teaching in a diverse community, as does

Michigan State University. Of a total of twenty-six units in its pre-professional
sequence and fifty-four units in its professional sequence, the University of
Wisconsin has only two courses, six units total, which deal with learning styles and

strategies for inclusion. Based on the total number of units and course titles it
appears that only eight percent of the course work deal with teaching to a diverse

community of students.

Although the ranking of these two institutions is very

close, first and second nationally, the curriculum presented by them varies greatly.

University of Orcon
The Graduate Elementary Teacher Program at the University of Oregon

exemplifies a program that meets the requirements of both national standards and
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Oregon state standards for the school participating in this research.

The Graduate Elementary Teaching Program at the University of Oregon
(University of Oregon website, 2001) requires a minimum of 2.75 GPA in all Premajor core courses and applicants for graduate studies in integrated teaching must

have a cumulative GPA of 3.0 for the last sixty credits accumulated. The Graduate
Elementary Teaching Program consists of sixty-one quarter units of coursework
The
at the

program at the University of Oregon more closely resembles the program

University of Wisconsin than that of Michigan State University. Out of a

total of sixty-one units, three units address the foundations of a disability and an

additional three units address diversity in education. Based on units and course
titles, these two courses appear to represent ten percent of the curriculum.
From a review of curriculum, graduates of Michigan State University, appear

to be better prepared to teach in a diverse community of students than graduates of
the University of Wisconsin or the University of Oregon. Michigan State
University not only requires more special education coursework, but also requires

coursework that goes far beyond a categorical focus. Their coursework emphasizes
connections and relationships, both academic and social, collaboration, designing
and assessing teaching practice (see Table 1).

It was reported by Schiosser and Millar in 1991 that less than one third of

teacher preparation institutions offered coursework on collaboration and that of
only fourteen percent provided pre-service teachers in special education

information about how to consult in mainstream environments. Although a
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categorical focus can have negative effects by increasing stereotypic attitudes
(York & Reynolds,

1996),

a cursory analysis of teacher education programs still

reflect the same inadequacies which were documented in 1991. Two of three

teacher education programs, which were noted for their excellence in 2001, require
a limited number of special education courses. Further, these limited special

education courses emphasize a categorical, defining aspect, to disabilities.
Research reports have reported similar findings dealing with the variables

involved and the needs of the schools to improve inclusive practices for students
with learning disabilities. Although this information has been available to
educators for over twenty years, research findings have shown a lack of progress.
It is time to take a closer look at the education system that purports to serve
students with learning disabilities.

TABLE 1
Summary of Teacher Education Programs
Michigan
State

University

LJrnversity

Wisconsin

Quarter

48
72

80

120

41
61

Quarter

24
36

6
9

1.5
3

%

5

Total Number of Units
Semester
Number of Units Dealing
with Diversity
Semester

Percent of Curriculum
50 %
Dealing with Diversity
** Based on Number of Units and Course Title

of

8

University

of
Oregon

%
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METHODOLOGY
INTRODUCTION
This is a qualitative research project designed to investigate the process of

inclusion as implemented by teachers of students with learning disabilities. A
grounded theory approach was used to derive constructs and laws directly from the

immediate data collected rather than from prior research and theory. Three regular
classroom teachers were selected for detailed investigation. The investigation
focused on the usability of the Individualized Education Plans (IEP) and how well

the regular education teacher implemented the interventions, adaptations and
accommodations specified in the IEP fur students with learning disabilities in their

class. The regular education teacher's theoretical perspective and affect toward
students with learning disabilities were also factors considered in the overall study

of their effectiveness. As a result of the study, the factors and processes which may
enable general education teachers to be more successful in the goal to effectively
teach to all students, including students with

learning disabilities, were also

identified and hypotheses were ibrmed for further study.

METHODS AND PROCEDURES
To enhance the validity and generalizability of the findings, several
methods of data collection were used: researching student files, interviews and
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observations (see Figure 1 on page 34). The study consisted of nine steps:
Teacher survey, survey analysis, teacher selection for an in-depth study,
preliminary teacher interviews, study of students who were identffied with a
learning disability, student interviews, teacher observations, final teacher
interviews, and data analysis.

Teacher Surveys
The initial step in this study was to survey the entire teaching staff, a total of
12 individuals, at a rural elementary school located in a small metropolitan area

located in Oregon. The participants completed a two-part survey designed to
indicate the theoretical orientation with which each regular classroom teacher most

closely related and to assess each teacher's basic attributional principles as applied
to children with learning disabilities.
The theoretical orientation survey included nine theoretical perspectives as

presented by Merriam and Caffarella (1991) and Parkay and Stanford (1998). The
four perspectives as defined by Merriam and Caffarella are: behaviorism,

cognitivism, humanism and social learning theory. The five epistemological
perspectives, as defined by Parkay and Stanford (1998) are: essentialism,

existentialism, perennialism, progressivism, and reconstructionism. The survey
consisted of five statements characteristic of each of the nine perspectives for a

total of forty-five statements. Each participant was asked to rate, on a scale of one
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to five, the degree to which they believed in each statement, with five representing

the strongest agreement. Characteristics of each theoretical perspective are
included as Appendix E. A copy of the theoretical/epistemological perspective
survey is included as Appendix F.
The survey of attributional principles was borrowed, with permission, from

Margaret Clark (Clark, 1997, see Appendix G). Each survey included descriptions
of two sets of four students, a total of eight students, who exhibited matching levels

of effort and achievement. One set was unique, as its members had been identified
as having a learning disability. The attributional principles being measured
included teacher affect, pity or anger, evaluative feedback, reward or punishment,

and expectations for future performance. A copy of the survey is

included as

Appendix H.

Each survey was coded with a number. Each number correlated with one

regular education teacher. Numbers and names were recorded on a master list of
the regular education teachers, which was viewed only by the researcher, and which
was to be destroyed upon completion of the investigation.

Survey Analysis
A theoretical perspective spreadsheet was developed for each participant. All
fbrty-five responses were recorded for each participant. Responses were then
sorted, grouped by theory and totaled for each participant. Also determined was
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the total score for each statement, the sum of responses by all twelve participants,

and the mean response for each statement. Noted were each participant's highest
scores, the scores correlating to the theories with which the participants most

closely aligned, and statements where each participant's scores deviated the most
from the average response of the group.

Data from the attributional survey was handled in a similar fashion. Each
participant's survey was analyzed for extremity in reaction to statements and also
the degree of deviation in each participant's response compared to the average
response of the group.

Teacher Selection for In-depth Study
It was intended that the teacher selection for the final phase of the study be

based on the survey results and on the grade level taught by each teacher. It was
my desire to develop a case study where each teacher participant expressed a

unique theoretical perspective and set of attributional principles. I wanted to

use

this information to better understand the perspectives of the participants and to
assess the potential for relationships between the participant's theoretical
orientation or attributional principles and their ability to effectively include

students with learning disabilities. Upon analysis of the surveys I found a lack of
significant diversity among the teachers. Rather than

selecting

participants based

on a difference in their theoretical/epestimological orientation or attributional

kIC

principles, I focused on grades three, four and five, where students, because of their
age, would be more eflëctive in assessing and communicating their classroom
experiences.

Preliminaiy Teacher Interviews
I conducted a preliminary interview with each teacher. Framing questions for
the interviews focused on each teacher's academic preparation, professional
experience, specific experiences teaching students with learning disabilities, any
potential experiences with fiunily members who may have a learning disability, and
resources that they have used to enhance their teaching strategies specifically used

for students with learning disabilities. At this time each teacher identified students
in her class with learning disabilities. For purposes of triangulation, all students
with learning disabilities in each of the three regular education classrooms were
studied and interviewed.

Student Background and Individualized Education Plan
To become familiar with each student, I studied each student's ifie. Noted
were geographical origins, the family unit, the year identified with a learning
disability, and any special circumstances or concerns that may have been listed.
From each IEP, questions were developed, which related to classroom
accommodations and instructional adaptations for each student.
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Student Interviews
Students were interviewed individually for a period of thirty to sixty minutes.

Framing questions for the interviews focused on each student's opinions about their
experiences in the Learning Resource Center (LRC) and their experiences in the

regular classroom. Using information gathered from each student's IEP, students
were asked specific questions designed to assess the degree to which classroom

modifications and lesson adaptations were made. Questions were also asked about

each student's perceptions of their teacher's affect and the amount of evaluative
feedback given to them by their teacher. The student interviews were designed to
assess their self-esteem, knowledge about learning disabilities and knowledge of

their own learning styles (see Appendix I). Interviews were audio taped and

transcribed. The information from the student interviews was used in the
development of framing questions for teacher interviews.

Classroom Observations

Classroom observations were videotaped for each of the three teachers. The
videotapes were used for the purpose of assessing the apparent congruence between

what teachers believe they are practicing and actual performance. The observation
served as a conduit to assist the classroom teacher to identify methods to improve

instruction and support to children with learning disabilities. The videotaped
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material supplied an opportunity for sharing between the teacher and the researcher,
allowing both to grow in their understanding of the processing differences among
students with learning disabilities and teaching strategies best suited to address
those differences.

Final Teacher Interviews
Framing questions for the final teacher interviews focused on teaching
strategies, interventions and accommodations for students with learning disabilities,
personal affect, terms used in the IEPs, evaluative feedback given to students, and

expectations for students' future performance, administrative support and

accountability. The interviews were audio taped and transcribed. Each teacher
participant reviewed the data for accuracy. The transcriptions were analyzed for
the presence of reoccurrmg themes.

Analyzing the Data
The data analysis consisted of seven steps:
1.

Study the data closely in order to find constructs, themes and patterns.

2. Compile all the case study data into a computer database using Microsoft Word.
3. Develop a set of categories that adequately encompass and summarize the data.

4. Code and link each segment to its appropriate category.

5. Group the category segments
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6. Examine the groupings using the method of constant comparison, analyzing to
identify categories, to create sharp distinctions between categories, and to decide
which categories are theoretically significant.

7. Draw conclusions.
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FIGURE 1
Methods and Procedures
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RESULTS

TIlE JOURNEY
When I began this research project I thought of it as a process study, to
analyze all the information available for students identified with a learning
disability, and to assess the degree to which the information was utilized in

providing an appropriate education for these students. But, as is typical with
qualitative research, the project began to take on a life of its own. It became a

journey, a passage from one place to another, which was shared by the four
participants; three general education teachers, who are identified by the fictitious
names of Anne, Lynn and Jeanne, and myself.
The journey began by comparing and contrasting the pedagogical beliefs of

the three teacher participants. I used this information to better understand the
participants, and to be sensitized to the possibilities of relationships, as it may apply

to the degree to which each teacher used the Individualized Education Plan (IEP)
and adjusted their teaching strategies to meet the needs of their students with

learning disabilities. The second major step in the journey was to discuss in depth
with each teacher their philosophies, their teaching strategies, their understanding

of each student's IEP, and their assessment of the overall educational experience
for students with learning disabilities in their classroom. As was described in
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introduction, student interviews and classroom observations were used as methods
of triangulation to validate the themes that emerged.

The order in which I interviewed the teachers was not methodical but, as

viewed in retrospect, is significant to the development of the findings. I first spoke
with Jeanne, partially due to convenience and partially due to her warm personality

that made me feel at ease. I was scheduled to talk with Lynn second, but due to a
scheduling conflict, the interview was postponed. I spoke with Ann second and

Lynn last. Although the interview questions were developed prior to any
discussions with the participants, I was influenced by what each participant said

and would deviate somewhat from the script when speaking with each participant.
I will report the findings by themes and in their natural sequence, starting

with Jeanne, followed by Anne, and ending with Lynn. But first, I will report my
background and my epistemology, the background and theoretical perspectives of
the three teacher participants, and information that will allow the reader to see the
lenses from which we view the world and filter the information given to us.

THE RESEARCHER
In retrospect, I acknowledge that I actually began this journey alone fifteen
years ago when I began a teacher education program. Significant steps along the
way were the degree to which exceptional learners were addressed in my teacher
education program, my first teaching experience, educational experiences with my
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own children, experiences as a supervisor to pre-service teachers, experiences as a
member of an elementary school site council, experiences as a member of the
school district level Special Education Advisory Committee, and from my
experiences in the Ph.D. program, where above all else I have learned the

importance of questioning.
My teacher education program consisted of three semesters of course work

beyond a Bachelors of Science degree beginning in 1984. Within the course work
was one three-unit class which focused on exceptional learners as presented in a
text by Gearheart and Weishahn (1984). This course consisted of the philosophical
base for the education of students with special needs (4%), legal framework for
services to exceptional children (8%), definitions of and strategies for educating
students with physical disabilities (40%), definitions of and strategies for educating
students with learning disabilities (9%), and instructional mpnagement and

accommodative strategies for students with special needs (9%). In my teacher
education program there was no cross integration of special education content
across the curriculum. In retrospect, I am concerned that, although

students

identified with learning disabilities constitute over 50% of the students needing
special education services, only 9% of the coursework was dedicated to this student

population. I am also concerned that only 9% of the coursework was dedicated to
classroom modification and accommodations needed for an appropriate education

experience for all students with special needs. Several questions come to mind. Is
this curriculum typical of teacher education programs? Do our teacher education
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programs emphasize differentiated curriculum and give pre-service teachers the

knowledge and tools they need to teach in a diversified classroom? Do we as
educators tend to address the needs of students who have visible disabilities, such
as blindness or paralysis, more than those with learning disabilities, the invisible

disabilities?
My first teaching experience, beginning in 1986, was in a junior high school
where I taught seventh and eighth grade science courses, six classes each day.
Each course was limited to one semester, and each class consisted of approximately

thirty students who had tested two to three grade levels below their peers. During
my two-year service in this school I was never made aware of any students in my
classes, a total of approximately 720 students, as being identified with a learning

disability, or any other disabling condition requiring special services. If this school
followed the national averages, I should have expected to have seventy-nine

studentsonanlEPduringthistimeframe. Wasthislackofawarenessduetoa
deficit in my teacher education program or an indicator of a system deficit of the
school or district? Public Law 94-142 had been in existence for eleven years.

Should one expect a more overt effort in integrating services between the Learning

Resource Center (LRC) and the general classroom?
My journey continued with the educational experiences of my two daughters,
who are now in the fourth and fifib grades, both of whom have been identified with

learning disabilities. My eldest daughter, who has also been identified as having
Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) is more severely impacted by
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her learning differences. Although there have been times of jubilation over
accomplishments made and support given to each of our daughters by the school
staff, my overwhelming response to the overall educational experiences of my

daughters is that of frustration and dismay. There has repeatedly been a lack of
integration between the LRC and the regular classroom, a lack of classroom
modifications and adaptations, and a lack of evidence that the IEP had been

followed. Were their experiences unique or are they typical for students with
learning

disabilities? Is this phenomenon typical of this school only or is it district

wide, state wide or nation wide?
I wanted to learn more about learning disabilities, students with learning

disabilities and our public education system's response to and accommodations for
students with learning disabilities. With these goals in mind I began a doctoral
program where, in addition to the core doctoral program, I focused on brain
physiology of normal individuals, those with specific learning disabilities and those
with attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD), cognitive and achievement

testing, which included

an emphasis of typical patterns exhibited by individuals

with learning disabilities, academic interventions and accommodations for students

with learning disabilities, and special education law.
While in the doctoral program, I began working with pre-service teachers

who were working toward a Master of Arts in Teaching degree. The pmgram
presented to these students had more of an emphasis on teaching with a

differentiated curriculum than what I had experienced as a pre-service teacher. As I

40
observed these students in the classroom setting, I noticed that they had difficulty

turning theory into practice as applied to differentiation. I also noticed that their
mentor teachers also exhibited a minimum of differentiation. Lesson adaptations

tended to be in quantity of assignments. Why is there such a lack of differentiation
in the classroom? Will the foundation given to these pre-service teachers be
enough for them to persevere in the pursuit of a differentiated instruction?
In an effort to better understand the educational system, I volunteered to
participate in a school site council, attended district board of education meetings,
and became an active member of the school district Special Education Advisory
Committee (SEAC).
The school site council is a group comprised of the school principal, teachers
and parents who jointly work to identify goals and plans to improve education and

meet district and state goals. Experiences on the site council left me with the
strong impression that there is an emphasis on supporting students who are

performing at grade level and those who might be talented or gifted. This same
support was mirrored at the district leveL More questions arise: are there societal
attitudes toward individuals with disabilities, which are carried into the classroom,
adversely affecting students with disabilities?
The Special Education Advisory Committee consisted of a school district
administrator involved in student services, a district psychologist who also worked
with special education teachers throughout the district, and volunteer parents, who

typically were parents of students with special needs. Each year the committee

41

made recommendations to the school board, based on studies within the district, to
improve special education services. Subcommittees organized and presented
seminars to parents and educators on topics related to special education.

Significant observations were that seminars are typically attended by a majority of
parents and there is a lack of evidence supporting the implementation of
recommendations made by the committee.

Through these experiences I approached this study with a mix of critical
theory and postpositivist epistemology as defined by Gall, Borg and Gall (1996). I

differ from a critical theorist in that I do not purport to have the answers, but I do
view students with learning disabilities as being oppressed, and see the need for the

formulation of principles designed to clarify the power relationships and forms of

oppression existing in our society, and thus to serve as a guide

to

efforts to

emancipate students with learning disabilities from their oppression. I also believe
that social reality is a construction, and that it is constructed differently by different
individuals, a postpositivist perspective.

THE THREE TEACHER PARTICIPANTS
Based on survey results and on the grade level taught by each teacher, three
teachers were selected to participate in the study. Although survey results did not
show a significant diversity in theoretical/epistemological perspective or in
attributional principles, I used this information to better understand the perspectives
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of the participants and to assess the potential for relationships between the
participant's theoretical orientation or attributional principles and their ability to
effectively include students with learning disabilities.

Teacher Participant Jeanne
Jeanne attended an East Coast college and earned a bachelor's degree in
Sociology. For the first three years ibilowing the completion of her degree, Jeanne
worked as a social worker. Jeanne moved to the Pacific Northwest thirty-five years
ago where she was active in volunteer work. She began volunteering in the public

schools twenty-six years ago. Jeanne enjoyed her experiences in the schools and
decided to pursue teaching as a profession. Jeanne attended graduate school and
obtained her teaching certificate twenty-one years ago. Jeanne has taught first,

second and third grades for over twenty years. During her first seven years of
teaching, Jeanne earned a masters degree in elementary education. Jeanne has not
taken special education coursework beyond the requirements for a non-special

education credential. Jeanne is currently teaching a third grade class.

Teacher Participant Ann
Anne obtained her teaching certificate in elementary education, has earned a

master's degree in curriculum instruction and design, and has taught grades
kindergarten through sixth grade for over twenty years. Anne has taken special
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education coursework beyond the requirements for a non-special education
credential.

Anne has one daughter, twelve years of age, who is an accomplished student,
and one son, seventeen years of age, who, while in second-grade, was identified

with a learning disability. Anne is currently teaching a class consisting of fourth
and fifth-graders. She co-teaches with Lynn, who is also a participant in this study.

Teacher Participant Lynn
Lynn obtained her teaching certificate twenty-five years ago and has earned a

master's degree in curriculum design and instruction. Lynn has not taken special
education coursework beyond the requirements for a non-special education
credential. Lynn has taught grades kindergarten through sixth grade for twenty-one
years. Lynn has one daughter, cuiTenfly in the sixth grade, who is an accomplished

student. Lynn is currently teaching a class consisting of fourth and fifth-graders.
She co-teaches with Anne, who is also a participant in this study.

THE TEACHER'S THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES

Jeanne's Theoretical Perspective
Of the four theoretical perspectives, as defined by Merriam and Caffarella
(1991), Jeanne's responses reflected that she most closely aligns with the
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humanistic orientation. Jeanne's theoretical perspective also consists of an
emphasis on the social learning theory,

with a

lesser emphasis on the cognitive

orientation.
Of the five theoretical perspectives, as defined by Parkay and Stanford

(1998), Jeanne's responses reflected that she most closely aligns with
progressivism and with existentialism. Reconstructionisni was also an emphasis in
Jeanne's responses, but to a lesser extent.
Jeanne's teaching strategies, as indicated by the survey responses, emphasize
a focus on the child, rather than on subject matter. Jeanne believes that there is a
natural tendency for people to learn, and learning will flourish if nourishing,

encouraging environments are provided. Jeanne also believes that a student's
perceptions are centered in experience, and it's the students' responsibility to
become what one is capable of becoming. Responses also indicate that Jeanne
believes learning takes place in a meaningful environment and is acquired through

social interactions with others. Further, her belief is that learning is meaningful
only when it can be related to concepts which already exist in a person's cognitive
structure, and students should look at the whole; rather than its parts, at patterns
rather than isolated events.

It is Jeanne's belief that the teacher's role is to provide an environment that is
nourishing and encouraging and to facilitate the development of the whole person.

The teacher should model and guide new student roles and behaviors. Jeanne also
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believes that the teacher should structure the content of the learning activity and the
school should help students to develop personal and social values.

Anne's Theoretical Perspective
Of the four theoretical perspectives, as defined by Merriam and Caffarella
(1991), Anne's responses reflected that she most closely aligns with the humanistic

orientation. Anne's theoretical perspective also consists of an emphasis on the
social learning theory, with a lesser emphasis on the behaviorist orientation.
Of the five theoretical perspectives, as defined by Parkay and Stanford
(1998), Anne's responses reflected that she most closely aligns with

reconstructionism. Unlike the other two participants in this study, Lynn and
Jeanne, essentialism was also an emphasis in Anne's responses.

Anne's teaching strategies, as indicated by the survey responses, emphasize a
tbcus on the learning from the perspective of the human potential for growth. The
students possess an unlimited potential for growth and development. Responses
also indicate that Anne believes that a student's perceptions are centered in

experience and it's the students' responsibility to become what one is capable of
becoming. Further, her belief is that learning takes place in a meaningful
environment and is acquired through social interactions with others. Anne's
responses also indicate her belief that the core of the curriculum should be essential
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knowledge and skills. Arnie's teaching philosophy also emphasizes that students
should be taught discipline, hard work, and respect for authority.

It is Anne's belief that the teacher's role is to provide an environment that is
nourishing and encouraging and to facilitate the development of the whole person.

The teacher should also model and guide new student roles and behaviors. Anne
also believes that schooling should be practical and not influence social policy.

Lynn's Theoretical Perspective
Of the four theoretical perspectives, as defined by Merriam and Caffareila
(1991), Lynn's responses reflected that she most closely aligns with the humanistic
orientation. Unlike other participants in this study, her theoretical perspective also
consists of an emphasis on the cognitive orientation, with a lesser emphasis on
social learning theory.

Of the five theoretical perspectives, as defined by Parkay and Stanford
(1998), Lynn's responses reflected that she most closely aligns with progressivism

and existentialism. Reconstructionism was also an emphasis in Lynn's responses,
but to a lesser extent.

Lynn's teaching strategies, as indicated by the survey responses, emphasize a

focus on the child, rather than on subject matter. Lynn believes that students
possess an unlimited potential for growth and development, but it's the students'
responsibility to become what they are capable of becoming. Lynn also believes
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that learning is meaningful to the student only when it can be related to concepts,

which already exist in the student's cognitive structure. Further, it is Lynn's belief
that when students solve problems, they should look at patterns rather than isolated

events and at the whole, rather than its parts. Lynn also believes that a student's
perceptions are centered in experience.

It is Lynn's belief that the teacher's role is to provide an environment that is
nourishing and encouraging and to facilitate the development of the whole person.

Teachers should be facilitators and resources who guide student inquiry, not
managers of behavior. Lynn also believes that the school should help students to
develop personal and social values.

THE TEACHER'S ATrRIBUTIONAL PRINCIPLES
Each teacher participant responded to the degree of anger, pity, and
expectation for future failure that she felt toward eight different hypothetical

students who had just failed a test (see Appendix H). Of the eight students, four
had a learning disability. Each student with a learning disability was matched in

ability and effort with a student who did not have a learning disability. Jeanne's
responses were consistent with her peers in the following areas:
When rating students of high ability who showed effort, teachers gave less
positive feedback, expressed less anger and less pity, and had lower expectations
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for future failure for students with learning disabilities than for students without
learning disabilities.
When rating students of high ability who showed a lack of effort, teachers
gave more positive feedback, expressed less anger and more pity, and had

higher

expectations for future failure for students with learning disabilities than for
students without learning disabilities.
When rating students of low ability who showed effort, teachers gave less
positive feedback, expressed more pity, and had higher expectations for future
failure for students with learning disabilities than for students without learning
disabilities.
When ratrng students of low ability who showed a lack of effort, teachers

gave more positive feedback, expressed less anger, and had higher expectations for
future failure for students with learning disabilities than for students without
learning disabilities.

Jeanne's Attributional Principles
Jeanne's responses differed from her peers in degree of expectation for future
failure that she expressed toward students who had learning disabilities. Jeanne
reported having a higher expectation fur future failure for these students than did
her peers.
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Anne's Attributional Principles
Anne's responses differed from her peers in regard to the student of high
ability, exhibiting high effort, who also had a learning disability. Anne reported
feeling a greater amount of anger and pity toward this student than did her peers.

Lynn's Attributioual Principles
Lynn's responses differed from her peers in the intensity of pity expressed.
Lynn reported feeling a greater amount of pity toward students with learning
disabilities than did her peers.

SUMMARY OF TEACHER PARTICIPANTS
All three teacher participants have a significant amount of teaching

experience ranging from twenty to twenty-five years. All three teacher participants
identify most closely with a humanist perspective as their main theoretical focus.
All three participants also identify with the social learning theory, although Lynn

less than Jeanne or Anne. Lynn identified most strongly with the cognitive theory
and Anne most strongly with the behaviorist theory. Refer to Table 2 for a
summary of these characteristics as well as each teacher's responses to student's
with and without learning disabilities.
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TABLE 2
Summary of Teacher Participants
Anne

Lynn

Undergraduate Sociology
Emphasis
20 Years
Experience
No
LD. Family

Political Science

Political Science

>20 Years
Yes

25 Years
No

No
Education
Course Dealing
withL.D.
1. Humanism
Theoretical
Social Learning
2.
Focus

Yes

No

Jeanne

Most Strongly
Believes

3.

Cognitive
There is a need to
focus on the child,
rather than on
subject matter
There is a natural
tendency to learn
in an encouraging
and nurturing
environment
Learning is based
in experience
Students should

look at the whole
rather than parts
and patterns rather
than isolated
events,

Attributes
Related to
Students with
Learning
Disabilities

Expressed a
higher expectation
for future failure
for students with
learning
disabilities

1. Humanism
2. Cognitive
3. Social Learning
There is a need to
focus on the child,
rather than on
subject matter
Students possess
unlimited
potential for
growth and
development.
Learning is most
meaningful when
related to concepts
curriculum should
already in a
be essential
person's cognitive
knowledge and
skills,
structure.
Students should be
Students should
look at the whole
taught discipline
rather than parts
Feels a greater
Greater amount of
amount of pity
pity and anger
toward students
toward students of
with learning
high ability,
disabilities than
exhibiting high
did her peers.
effort, who also
had a learning
disability.

1. Humanism
2. Social Learning
3. Behaviorism
Students possess
unlimited
potential for
growth
Learning takes
place in a
meaningful
environment and
through social
interaction
Core of the
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THE FINDINGS
Upon thorough analysis of the data, various themes emerged. The themes
were grouped into three areas of focus: general classroom teachers, the IEP, and

administrative focus (see Figure 2 on page 98).

Teacher Focus
The general classroom teacher focus included the teachers' knowledge of
learning disabilities and inclusion, the teachers' perception of their students
identified with learning disabilities, classroom accommodations and adaptations for

those students and the amount of collaboration between the general classroom
teacher and the LRC teacher (see Table 3).

Teachers' KnowledEe of Learnin2 Disabffities
A specific learning disability, according to PL 94-142, § 300.5(a)(9), means a
disorder in one or more of the basic psychological processes involved in
understanding or in using language, spoken or written, which may manifest itself in
an imperfect ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, or to do mathematical

calculations. The term includes such conditions as perceptual disabilities, brain
injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental aphasia. The term
does not include children who have learning problems which are primarily the
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result of visual, hearing, or motor disabilities, of mental retardation, of emotional
disturbance, or of environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantages.
According to PL 94-142, § 300.541, the criteria for determining the existence

of a specific learning disability are:

1. The child does not achieve commensurate with his or her age and
ability levels when provided with learning experiences appropriate
for the child's age and ability levels;
2. The child has a severe discrepancy between achievement and
intellectual ability in one or more of the following areas: oral
expression; listening comprehension; written expression; reading
skill or comprehension or mathematics calculation or reasoning.
In each individual interview, Jeanne, Anne and Lynn all described their

understanding of a learning disability.

Jeanne's Knowledge of a Learning Disability
Me: Jeanne, what does the term, "learning disability" mean to you?

Jeanne: Given a normal classroom situation, a child cannot learn
unless there is some remediation. Some other way; there are multiple

repetitions, or there's some other conduit into the brain. As far as
intelligence, it could be any range, but, we would be more likely to pick

them up if their inteffigence is in the average range and their classroom

performance is way below. But if a child has a lower IQ and their
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classroom performance is low, they aren't going to qualify with a
disability because they are doing the best they can with what they have.

Anne's Knowledge of a Learning Disability
Me: Ann, what does the term, "learning disability" mean to you?

Anne: A student with a learning disability is an individual who learns

in a way that is different. Most of the clients that we see at school
obtain and process information differently. It's in their hard wiring, a

different way of thinking. Sometimes that can make being successful

difficult, because of the verbal kinds of skills that we emphasize in
school. I mean the literacy skills, so much of school is literacy based,
the verbal, the writing the spelling the reading. That's what I see most
often, are the kids who have that type of learning disability. I have had
kids who have been really super readers, they read off the chart, where

I couldn't find anything that they couldn't read and comprehend, but
they couldn't figure out number concepts. So i've had a few where it's

been more in their mathematical or logical kinds of reasoning. But
most often it seems to be in the literacy.

Me: Have you bad personal experience with a family member who has
a learning disability?
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Anne: Our son was identified as having a learning disability when he

was in the second-grade. He had a very difficult year when he was a
fourth-grader. I think it was because his teacher was so inflexible. I

think he's very bright. He'd be TAG. (talented and gifted) except the
tests won't show it because of his learning disability. He suffers from a

visual memory problem.

Spelling, math facts, and organization are

very difficult for him. He doesn't think sequentially. He has some
reversals and difficulty copying from board to paper.

Lynn's Knowledge of a Learning Disability
Me: Lynn, what does the term, "learning disability" mean to you?

Lynn: Something that interfrres with a child's ability to learn.
Something that gets in their way, which keeps them from learning like

most of the kids are learning.

For example, learning to read, it

interferes with your normal progression, although everybody's

different, most kids learn similarly. I think the IQ for students with
learning disabilities could be in all ranges, below average, average, or
above average. Their IQ wouldn't matter. IQ itself is a disability if it's

really low. Most kids with learning disabilities are average to above
average, but they have an area that is difficult for them.

Of the three teacher participants, Ann is the only teacher who has attended

workshops and taken continuing education coursework in learning disabilities.
Ann appears to have a greater technical understanding about the differences in
brain functioning for students with learning disabilities than do Jeanne or Lynn.

Although Jeanne and Lynn both describe students with learning disabilities as

performing below their potential, neither was aware that these students have
normal, or above normal, intellect.

Teachers' Knowledge of Inclusion
"Inclusion" refers to the education of handicapped children in the "least

restrictive environment." As stated in PL 94-142, § 300.550(bXl-2), the least
restrictive environment ensures:
To the maximum extent appropriate, handicapped children, including
children in public or private institutions or other care facilities are
educated with children who are not handicapped, and that special
classes, separate schooling or other removal of handicapped children
from the regular educational environment occurs only when the nature
or severity of the handicap is such that education in regular classes with
the use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved
satisfactorily.

Jeanne, Anne and Lynn all reported their understanding of inclusion and each
had a different understanding and belief in what is meant by inclusion and who is
responsible for the education of a student in an inclusive setting.
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Jeanne's Knowledge of Inclusion
Me: Jeanne, what does the term, "inclusion" mean to you?

Jeanne: Inclusion is where everybody's included. As much as possible

the student is involved in what everybody else is involved in with
modifications fbr them. For a student with a learning disability the
classroom teacher has the responsibility. The LRC can help to define
what the child is able to do and what the best technique to use might be.

But it's up to us, 6 hours a day, five days a week, to make sure that
everything is done, except one-half hour a day when they are in the

LRC. An example, if the student seems to be a visual learner, they
couldn't repeat a pattern if given to them auditorily, and then we would

need to make sure there's lots of visual stuff. I always write directions

on the board. So that kids can see that. For some kids over the years

I've gone over and quickly drawn a sketch." I think inclusion and
differentiation probably go hand in hand. Differentiation to me means
that you have a basic assignment and you differentiate down and up for

your different levels. Inclusion means that you ensure that every child

is able to fit

into

where you differentiate. Differentiation is looking at

the concept and the cognitive thinking that the student does.
Differentiation for anything, for their certain kind of intelligence,
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learning styles, the whole thing. Knowing if the student is able to put
pencil to paper and do a liii) page versus two sentences.

Anne's Knowledge of Inclusion
Me: Anne, what does the term, "inclusion" mean to you?

Anne: Inclusion. I've always had inclusion in my classroom, if that
means having disabled students being in their part of the day. I think

when I first started teaching I had some children who were very

disabled and they joined in the activities where they could be
successfuL And then they bad specially designed services that were
done by a support person and they bad pullouts for them. The teacher's

responsibility was to meet with the support person and decide what
pieces were appropriate for that child. In the 70's and early 80's a lot
of the instruction was to the isolated kinds of skills. In the last 10 years

there has been a movement for the LRC staff to come in to

the

classroom, not designing any curriculum, but just re-verbalizing the
instructions to the student with special needs. To watch them, to draw

pictures for them, to sequence for them and then have them follow
along. The instruction is not being modified and there's really not been

dialogue about objectives and bow to breakup projects

into

smaller

pieces. All of that is left open to the general education teacher. I think
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that, in some buildings, being a Special Education teacher would be a

pretty easy job to do, because they really are just coming in, seeing
what's going on and staying 15 minutes to get the kid to focus on the

task that I'm having them do. What I've been hearing in the last year
implies that that was never supposed to be the model.

Lynn's Knowledge of Inclusion
Me: Lynn, what does the term, "inclusion" mean to you?
Lynn:

When I bear inclusion I think of a catchword. I think inclusion

theoretically should be supported in the classroom. The idea is that
everybody is included, everybody has a right to an education. I think

it's very idealistic given the large classroom. I think that if everybody

isgoingto be cludedintheclassroom,foralargepartoftheday, it's
very difficult for the general education teacher to meet the needs of
kids with extremes. Like I have a student now who has autism. He has
an assistant there most of the time. I'm not sure that's the best situation

for him. Sometimes he does better when his assistant isn't there. She's

not there all the time so he does have a chance to interact with other

kids. But he does have specific needs, as far as instruction, that are
very difficult for... I mean idealistically I could do that, but with a class

of twenty-five to twenty-seven kids... What he needs is somebody to

work with him one on one. His assistant isn't trained in the ways that

are best ways to do that, the best ways to translate what everybody's
doing. I don't have time to sit down with her and design instruction

that is best for him, instruction that is geared to the way he learns. That
would be more effective for him but I don't have the time.

Jeanne's definition specifically defines that inclusion is having a student with
a disability in the regular classroom for the majority of the day. Jeanne identifies
the general classroom teacher as being responsible for differentiating each lesson so

that all students can be successful in an inclusive classroom. Although Anne has
had personal experiences with learning disabilities and has additicrnal education in

this area, her understanding of inclusion is antiquated and inaccurate. Anne
acknowledges that classroom instruction is not being modified and that there has
not been dialogue about objectives and how to tier projects which allow for goals

that are appropriate to different ability levels. Anne also states that modifications
are left open to the general education teacher. Although Anne does not specifically
state who is responsible for adapting lessons, her statements imply that it is the

responsibility of the general classroom teacher. Lynn expresses the knowledge that
the general classroom teacher is responsible for adapting the curriculum for all

students. She seems accepting that the concept is good in theory but that there is
not enough time to put theory

into

practice.
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Teachers' Perceptions of Their Students
Each of the three teacher participants had two students identified as having a
learning disability in their class. All three teachers described the strengths and

weaknesses of each of their students. Because the information gathered from the
students was all similar, I arbitrarily selected the first student interviewed from

each teacher's class for the purpose of reporting the findings. Jeanne's student will
be referred by the fictitious name of Keith, Anne's student will be called Sam, and

Lynn's student will be referred to asCraig.

Jeanne's Perceptions of Her Students
Me: Jeanne, would you describe Keith and include what you see as his
strengths and his weaknesses?

Jeanne: He is very low academically. I would say that art is his forte.
His father was good in art, and Keith is good in art. Keith makes very
immaculate drawings. They are pencil drawings, and he doesn't like to

color them. It's very detailed. And yet he doesn't apply that detail to
anything else.

Seeing detail in art doesn't necessarily mean seeing

detail in a math problem, or writing, or reading.

He was very frustrated. I did a lot of differentiating for Keith; he

was the lowest in my class. He would work with the other IEP kids in

a group, but still he was the lowest. I know he knew that and felt bad

about it. So, he would go inside and withdraw, or he would act out in
anger.

Keith's specific weaknesses are his low, low skills, and his low
self-concept. A lack of being able to see himself as able to succeed. So

hewasn'tabletouseanythingpositivetomakeataskworkforhim. If
I told him something positive I don't think he'd believe it. It's the way

he was raised. It's his

fumily.

He lived with a very dysfunctional

Mom, and his Dad left her quite a few years ago. His Mom hooked up
with this other chap, and they pretty much have persuaded Keith that he
is a nothing, a nobody, worthless.

Keith seems to feel pretty comfortable playing with his peers on

break, that is a strength; he's physically kinesthetic. He never plays
with the popular "athletes." He plays with a cross section; they aren't
all IEP kids, but they are kids who are not accepted by the popular kids.

So there are six or seven boys that he will pal around with. He is a

follower. He

followed

this very dysfunctional boy after he came into

the classroom. The kids who are on IEPs are low on skills, and they
feel like they are not a part. At least in my classroom

last

year that was

how I would see them. One very bright kid interacted with them and he
was a rather strange boy.
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Anne's Perceptions of Her Students
Me: Anne, would you describe Sam and include what you see as his
strengths and his weaknesses?

Anne: I see Sam's strengths as being in the area of mathematics and
logical thinking.

His weaknesses are in the area of expressive

language, both oral and in the written. Reading has been coming along,

but he is below grade level in reading as well. He's a fifth-grader this
year, and I'd say he's probably independent at third grade level reading

level, if it's subject material that he likes. Written language is very
sparse production; it's lacking in conventions. If I had to put a grade

level on it, I'd probably say second-grade. Oral language is very
inhibitive for Sam, and I think there are many emotional issues that
have contributed as well as learning difficulties. He has difficulty
sequencing, expressing himself choosing words. So I'd say Sam's at
least two to three years below grade level in expectations. Math is a

little less threatening to Sam; so he's able to do better with math,
especially computation kinds of tasks. Again he's probably at least a
year to eighteen months below grade level in math.

Sam is quite athletic, so most of his positive interactions with
other students occur on the playground when he's playing ball. In the
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classroom, he's extremely passive and very seldom initiates any
conversation with another child. Sam has extremely low self-esteem.

Lynn's Perceptions of Her Students
Me: Lynn, would you describe Craig and include what you see as his
strengths and his weaknesses?

Lynn: Craig has a really big heart; he's the kind of kid who would do
anything if he could. He's especially strong in doing practical kinds of
things for a teacher or for another student. Like, if you ask him to help

you organize the science materials, he'd just love that, and he'd do a
really good job of it. He'd stay after school if he could to help with that

kind of thing.

So, that's a really big strength of Craig's. Another

strength, and this also gets into being a little bit of a disability for him,

is his perfectionism.

He does try to do a really good job. And

consequently he is extremely slow. So that's a real mixed bag.
Craig is in my fifth grade class, but he is working probably about

an early fourth-grade level. His math skills are very, very slow; his
perfectionism slows him down. He can do pretty well in math problem

solving. Figuring out how to solve the problem, following through on

strategy. His confidence is a real issue; he'll give up easily. It has to
do with his perfectionism and being aware that he's not doing as well
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as he thinks he should. As far as his writing, it's hard to put a grade
level on these things. I look at that more as a developmental stage. He
likes to print. He doesn't like to write in cursive. His writing is maybe
high third grade, maybe low fburth. Although, when inspired, and with

a little bit of help, in focusing and staying on top of it, he is capable of
writing. But on the independent level, I would say he's at a low fourthgrade leveL

Craig's interaction with his peers seems to be pretty positive from

my point of view. I never see him interacting in any negative way
except goofing around, having fun, which is a pretty normal thing. His
self-esteem is low as far as academics are concerned, but high as far as
sports and his athletic ability.

Each of the three teachers report very specific strengths and weaknesses for

their students. Jeanne sees Keith as being low in all academic areas, as having no

academic strengths. Anne sees Sam's strengths as being in the area of math and
logical thinking, and his weaknesses in areas of expressive languages. Anne
reports Sam as performing two to three years below his fifth grade peers. Lynn
describes character strengths about Craig--that he is a caring person.
Academically, Lynn reports Craig as performing as much as two grade levels
below his fourth-grade peers.
All three teachers report their students as having very low self-esteem.

Jeanne and Anne report the low selfesteem as having a negative impact on the

students' social interactions. Jeanne was particularly concerned with her student's
difficulties in establishing friendships with other students and the lack of positive

role models. All three teachers report their students as excelling in athletics, which
helps them in their social interactions.

Classroom Modifications and Instructional Objectives
Jeanne, Anne and Lynn all demonstrated a basic, working knowledge about
inclusion and how students with learning disabilities differ from the typical student

population. All three teachers also demonstrate specific knowledge about the
present level of performance, specific strengths and specific weaknesses as applied

to each of their students identified with learning disabilities. The next area of
inquiry was to find out what classroom accommodations and adaptations were

routinely made by these teachers for their students with learning disabilities. Using
each IEP as a guide, the teachers were asked questions about their routine practices.

Jeanne's Classroom Modifications and Instructional Objectives
Keith's IEP has four modifications listed. The first addressed state and

district tests: 'Keith shall take all state and district tests with the following
accommodations: extended time, frequent breaks, directions read and clarified, and

an alternate setting." Classroom modifications are: "Visual models and/or prompts
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would help Keith understand and begin assignments, test orally when possible,
shorten/adapt written assignments."

Me; Jeanne, what types of modifications and adaptations would you
typically make for Keith?

Jeanne: Well, we would give him less of an assignment to do. We
would, if the rest of the class was writing several paragraphs, we would

give him two sentences. We would encourage him to draw before he

wrote. And he had

lots

of one-on-one time. When the class started on

an assignment I would go to Keith first to see if he needed help.
Sometimes, assignments were taken to the LRC to be finished. Also, I
would assign peer tutors. Or, when we were doing any

kind

of reading

as a class, another adult usually sat with him, either a parent or a
student teacher. I also think that when he's reading to himself it's

helpful for him to read out loud softly.

If that sub-vocalizing is

disturbing to other students I will ask the other students to move
somewhere else. I encourage some of them to do that. I also think
students with learning disabilities need more positive feedback than the

rest of the students. I Iry to encourage through humor or positive
feedback.

There are things that I do for the whole class that also

helps

Keith. Whenever we were covering new material, I always wrote it on
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the board first, in a shortened form, for the visual learners. Sometimes
I would draw a picture.

Me: Was he read the math questions during both the State testing and
content area testing?

Jeanne: Yes. There wasn't a point giving him anything with words
where he was being tested in a math skill, unless he was being read to.
That's not to say that I stayed right with hum I would read it and walk.
In the math book, he usually worked with a group of children so it was

always assisted in some way. Whenever the student teacher was there
the math was in two groups, I would take the low kids to another room,
and we worked there about half the time.

Me: Would he be given breaks when he took tests?

Jeanne: Oh, like when Isay he could have as much time as he wanted,
that included all the breaks that were going on. Sometimes we worked
for twenty minutes or a half .hour and I'd say, "That's enough for now."
The State guidelines say, "As long as progress is being made."

Me: How did you encourage Keith to use his decoding strategies?

Jeanne: I would go to him frequently to encourage him to read. We

would actually read to him, and then

he would

tell us what

he

understood, and then he would write that down, and that was his notes.

Me: How did you manage to do that in a class of twenty-four?
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Jeanne: Well, it was hectic, but there were always about five kids or so

who needed that kind of one-on-one. It was frustrating for them and
for the teachers, because you also had those five behavior problems
who were capable of reading but were somewhat one degree attention

deficit (ADD). And then you have those five kids who are capable of
reading, that are not ADD but they still want your time. So, that's the
name of the game. I worked at it, but I always felt like I haven't helped
kids with learning disabilities enough.

Jeanne reports modifications and adaptations which are far more numerous

and specific than those indicated on Keith's IEP. Although Jeanne focused her
attention on students with special needs and her teaching strategies include an

emphasis on visual presentation on the lessons, there is a lack of differentiation of

the lessons for her students with learning disabilities. These practices were
validated by classroom observations and by reports given by her student, Keith.

Me: Does your teacher make assignments shorter for you?

Keith: Yes
Me: Shorter than the other kids, how would she do that?

Keith: I don't know - she would give me a shorter test.
Me: How about for a homework assignment?

Keith: Homework assignment

a lotof doing it.
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Me You do a lot of homework.

Keith: Yea.
Me: Does she ever say, everybody needs to do questions one to ten and

she'll come to you later and say, "Keith you do number one to seven"

something like that. Does she ever do that, or does she give you the
same homework as everyone

else?

Keith: I do the same homework as everyone else.
Me: Do you turn in most of your homework assignments?

Keith: Yes.
Me: Does your teacher give you papers or materials that are different
than other students in your class?

Keith: I don't know, different?
Me: Does everything you get

passed out

to you the same as the rest of

the students?

Keith: Yea, the same...
Me: If you were learning something new.. .(example).... does she tell
you the information about rocks, or does she also show you pictures on
the overhead, write things down, write on the board. Does your teacher

use a lot of visual charts (overheads...) when talking about new
material?

Keith: Write things down and stuff
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Me: Do you ever get to take tests out loud

rather than

reading and

completing them in writing? If everybody was having a test, you could
sit somewhere, away from everybody and have the test read to you and
answer it out loud instead of writing everything down?

Keith: I could answer them out loud.

Me: Would those be tests that were about things that you learned in
class, or are those state tests, that tell how your doing compared to all
the other kids in Oregon?

Keith: I don't know, State tests.

Me: How about the tests you take in the classroom, about things you
learned in class like the rock. Have you ever taken those tests out loud?

Keith: Ummmm, not really.

Both Keith and the classroom observation validated an emphasis of visual
cueing through charts, overheads and board work used by Jeanne. The classroom

observation also validated a large amount of time

helping

students one-on-one,

with an emphasis on students with learning disabilities. Jeanne also encouraged

peer interaction and tutoring to help students who were struggling.

Keith

acknowledged the assistance he received while taking state assessment tests but did
not validate the same support during content area tests.
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Anne's Classroom Modifications and Instructional Objectives
For Ann's student, Sam. the modifications and adaptations listed on the IEP

are more numerous. Sam's IEP states:
1. Sam should be given all state assessments with standard
accommodations as listed on the tests
2. Visuals/models would be helpful when introducing new material
3. Sub-vocalizing or oral reading seems to aid Sam in focus and
comprehension
4. Pre-teaching key vocabulary in content areas would help Sam in
these areas
5. Direct questioning of Sam to see if he understands and takes part
would be helpful
6. Attendance in LRC math facts would be beneficial
7. Awards and consequences work well for Sam.

Me: Anne, what types of modifications and adaptations would you
typically make for Sam?

Anne: I would imagine that we would have put in writing ideas about
preferential seating, peer tutoring, moving adults to him when we have

extra help in the classroom. He has modifications for, I guess those are
adaptations, for testing situations. Like quiet space and a reader for the

math test. In my own teaching strategies

fur

students with learning

disabilities, I try to make kids feel safe and comfortable. We do some
talking about the different kinds of skills in learning and I try to have a

very tolerant room. We try to make it O.K. for kids to take risks, and
not know everything, and to ask questions. They know that they don't
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all have to be on the same page. So we talk about the different kinds of

inteffigences, we use Gardener's, we talk about what individual
strengths are and then we tell them that if there's something that they
are not very good at, then that's the area that we'll need to work hard at

improving. They're pretty aware that some kids are athletic and some

find sports harder. Some kids have learned to read, and we try to

promise them that they all will learn to read well and grow in those

areas. We try to be negotiable on time lines, and we try to do some
compacting, tiering assignments, pulling out what the essence is. We
try to always give the verbal and the visual cues, and manipulatives, if
they're still at the concrete stage. When I'm developing a lesson, since

I've taught for so many years, I think I differentiate the lesson even
more than I realize. A lot of times student teachers will comment on
how I did all those things, but it has just become part of how I teach.
So I'm looking and thinking how I need to reinforce and who I need to

re-teach, that monitor and adjust piece. I think some people are more
intuitive than others are. I think modeling helps a great deal.

Anne's response did not address any specifics from Sam's IEP, with the
exception of reading questions to him from the math state assessment test. Ann did

explain some general modifications, but, by using the terms "we try" repeatedly,
the descriptions left me with the feeling that Anne was expressing what

she

thought
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she should be doing for a student with a learning disability rather than what she
consistently does to assist Sam. The following sections from interviews with Anne
demonstrate the degree to which modifications are made in the classroom for Sam.

Anne: I try to do re-teaching with Sam. We've had care team meetings
to try to brain storm other possible plans of action to help him

Me: Do you specifically see yourself make an extra effort to re-teach
subject content to Sam?

Anne: Probably not anymore than for the whole group. Pre-teaching
vocabulary is particularly helpful to him, although it's limited because

the content area for fourth and fiflh grade, a lot of vocabulary is
abstract, it's more difficult to pre-teach in a concrete way. So that
becomes the challenge of a child who is struggUng with expressive
language at this leveL

Me: Do you have strategies that help you determine when he doesn't
understand something?

Anne: Questioning, re-stating, regular assessment kinds of things,
observation. He does better in a small group, so if you can get a small
group together to discuss the observations easier. Having someone else

to be the scribe for him.
Me: What percentage of the time were you able to do that?
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Anne: Not very much. In group activities, when he does table group or
cooperative kinds of things, maybe ten percent of the time. I'd like to

do more for him but with twenty-six to twenty-eight in the classroom,

there's a number of challenging behaviors out of that twenty-six that
arc really verbal, and that shuts him down.

Me: How would you assist Sam to identify and summarize main ideas

and supporting details while reading? Would that assistance look any
different for him than for other students?

Anne: It probably would... be some different words that you might
assume that other children might have knowledge of; and it would
probably be done in a small group. But, for a learning disability we try
to do all the same, tried and true, accommodations.

Me: What are the tried and true?

Anne: Well, ah.. .preferential seating, adding more adult support when

available, re-teaching, checking their work more often, being real
encouraging, make that child to feel safe and comfortable, able to take
risks, because they're not sure they're going to be successfuL

Me: When I interviewed Sam, one of the things I asked him is if he
raised his hand to ask you for help, or if you would come by often. He

said, "when she sees that I'm stuck on something,

she'll

come by and

help me." So I asked him, "How does she know when you're stuck?"
Do you have a signal?
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Anne: I think there's some practices that really help. it makes it more
difficult if you have a lot of behaviors and large classes. If you have a
great, cooperative, group that doesn't have students with behaviors that
are on the edges, and you have engaging activities for them, they work

really well. I like the theory of multiple intelligences, and I think kids

do best in classrooms where they have lots of options of ways to do
things.

It helps if the material is quite new, and they are learning

something brand new that's exciting to them, a high degree of novelty.

At the same time, some of their skills come along if they're familiar
with the routine. We have moved away from a spelling program and
we've come back to one that is using some whole language approaches

with some phonetic approaches. It's very structured and so every week

theunitisthesame. Ithinkit'sgoingtohelpthosekidsforwritten
expression. As far as Sam and his signals, he just puts his pencil down

and sits, then I know he's stuck. I can be someplace else in the room
and I'll ask him, "Do you need help?" Sometimes he'll shake his head,

yes, other times he'll say, 'No, I'm thinking."

Again, Anne expresses ideas about modifications that would be helpful to
Sam but does not give examples about actual lessons that were modified for him.

Ann states very low percentages for times that she has been able to support Sam

with extra one-on-one, whether it be for further explanation, checking for
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understanding or re-teaching any of the lessons that she prepares for the class. Ann

states that pre-teaching vocabulary is limited, due to the abstract nature of the
words, and that it is difficult to give Sam the modifications that he needs due to a
large class size and the behaviors of some of her other students.

Other sections of the interviews bring different aspects of Anne's pedagogy
to light.

Me: The day I did an observation, you had information on the overhead

that they were copying down.

If a student has a problem with

writing...

Anne: If I was really well prepared, I would have had copies of those
overheads to hand to the students.

Me: Do you?

Anne; No, I don't. For as many years as I've taught, I've never been
able to seem to do the same thing twice. And our prep time is so short
that 1 really don't do lots of that. Now when I have a student teacher, I

can get a little more of that done.

Me; Has anyone ever discussed with you the concept that a learner can

only do one cognitive thing at a time, so if writing is a cognitive task

for a learner, then that learner will not be able to absorb any of the
information that they are copying?
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Anne: I probably have heard that. I'm not sure that I buy that one,
because I tiy to .1 don't know. I think there's value in putting down
information. Sometimes for note taking i'll try to make it different and

have them do pictures. I'll go around and write for some kids on
occasion and I have two, this year, that I almost have to put everything

on the board. I don't know about that, that writing is a cognitive thing.

Although Anne has a technical understanding about how "students with
learning disabilities are hard wired differently

in

the brain," the dialogue suggested

that there is a tendency for Anne to teach to her students homogeneously and a
hesitancy on her part to believe information that is contrary to her understanding of
students' typical functioning.

Me: Does Sam use planning strategies, such as drawing, cartooning,

and mapping, to organize thoughts prior to initiating written
assignments?

Anne: Probably his fuvorite, he'll do a little bit ofmapping with a great
deal of encouragement.

Usually when we do writing, the whole class

will do pre-writing activities: a list, a template, some form of prethinking.

So

his short-term instructional objectives fit right into my

regular classroom routine. [My emphasis].)

Me: Do you routinely adapt assignment length for Sam?
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Anne: Yea. Maybe, urn.. .1 may not just chop assignments up, but
certainly expectations are modified and ... sometimes it's stated to him.

Sometimes it's stated after the task, sometimes before, depending on
the tasL
Me: Do you routinely adapt homework assigmnents?

Anne: He doesn't do them. There are some things that he will work on

at home, but for Sam, writing is so difficult, it's not a realistic
expectation.

Me: What about for math homework?

Anne: He's more likely to do the math.
Me: Do you shorten the assignments for math?

Anne: Yes. Well, because they

have..

.yes. Because when I had him

as a fourth-grader for math, he was kind of on a different page, or we
would shorten the assignments.

Me: Do you supply any materials to Sam, which are unique?

Anne: No, except paper, because Sam doesn't usually have supplies.
Me: On content area tests, are they usually shortened or modified?

Anne:

Sometimes, if!

can, I'll let

him work on them,

and then I'll take

him and say, "Tell me about your answer !br this one." And I'll read
the question and make sure he can read it, and I'll ask, "What else can

you tell me about it?" And I'll add dictation in for him. I did this as
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often as I think he needed it, but it was a little hard to always get to
hfflL

One of Sam's short-term instructional objectives is, "Given a written
language assignment, Sam will proofread, edit, and revise his written work.
checking for meaning, spelling, grammar, punctuation, capitalization and format."
This investigator was curious how a student with learning disability, in a large
class, where there were behavioral problems was going to attain this objective.
Perhaps Sam was supported with the aid of technical devices that would allow him

to self:.edit. The inquiry continues:

Me: Do you think using a computer would be helpful to Sam when he's
working on a writing assignment?

Anne: It's real engaging, but keyboarding skills are very slow to
develop.

If I was better trained on some software for formatting

writing assignments, and I know there's some

good stuff out

there, I'm

just not very technologically advanced. I think that might be helpful. I
wish

that we had a publishing house where some parent volunteers

could come and take some dictation and put it on the computer.
Me: Do you use spell checkers and dictionaries in the class?

Anne: Yes. That's one of our pieces of optional equipment. We had
probably five or six for each classroom but they have disappeared.

81

Me: Sam's perception of the spell checker is either it's in the other
classroom or the batteries aren't working. Is that a consistent problem?

Anne: Yea.

Me: Are there other tools that are helpful to swdents with learning
disabilities?

Anne: I think dictionaries are difficult to use for kids with learning
disabilities. Maybe some kind of list of high frequency words that they
can zip down.

Assistive technology was not evident as support for Sam. There was assistive
technology available. One to two computers were in each classroom and each class

also had spell checkers available, but the computers were not integrated into the
general classroom routine and the spell checkers were not maintained with batteries

nor were the students encouraged to use them. Anne grouped all students with
learning disabilities as having the same characteristics and summarized that key
boarding skills and using dictionaries was too difficult for them. I questioned Anne

about the amount of encouragement and positive feedback her students with
learning disabilities received from her.

Me: Do you typically give kids with learning disabilities more
feedback that other students?
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Anne: No, I don't think so, but I do measure out the critical feedback,
and I

think

we always try to sandwich critical feedback between some

positives. You just vary the leveL I don't think it's more or less for
kids on 1EPs.

Me: How much success do you think a student needs to keep them
from giving up?

Anne: Way more than they get.

I think children with learning

difficulties shut down very quickly. It's a really harsh environment.

When they figure out that they aren't doing what everybody else does
and that hits for some

of them

around third grade. Some students are

much more astute, and it hits earlier.

Me: Do you

think

you are able to meet the needs

of students

with

learning disabilities in your class?

Anne: No.

Anne acknowledges that the regular classroom is a harsh environment for
students with learning disabilities. Anne also acknowledges that

she

does not give

her students with learning disabilities the feedback that they need to keep them
motivated.

Anne is an experienced teacher who communicates a great deal of

knowledge about good teaching strategies.

Yet, for Sam, her student with a

learning disability, there is a lack of evidence showing modifications, adaptations,
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or any level of differentiation of the lessons for him.

These findings are

corroborated by the classroom observations and by student interviews.

Lynn's Classroom Modifications and Instructional Objectives

Lynn also has two students identified with learning disabilities in her
classroom. Upon review of the data, the modifications and adaptations for these
students were consistent. Data for Lynn's student, Craig, will be used to illustrate

accommodations and adaptations made by Lynn for her students with learning
disabilities. Craig was identified with a learning disability in the areas of reading
and written language. Craig's IEP stipulates that the amount of specially designed

instruction consist of one-hundred-twenty minutes per week for reading, to be
provided by the LRC and sixty minutes per week for written language. Three
modifications and adaptations were written for Craig:

1. Craig should take state tests with the standard accommodations listed on
test.
2. Graphic organizers (templates) are helpful to Craig in the writing process
to stimulate idea formation and orgthzation.
3. Preferred seating (close to teacher) helps Craig focus on
directions/instructions.

Me: Craig has three areas addressed on his IEP under modifications
and adaptations.

One is that Craig should take state tests with the

standard accommodations listed on the test. What are the standard
accommodations listed on the state tests?
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Lynn: On the reading part of it, on the math, Amy, my student teacher,

went through and read it with the kids. She took a group of kids and
did accommodations.

Me: What other things on the state test would be done fur him?

Lynn: Being in a smaller group.

Having the opportunity to be

monitored a little more closely. Make sure that he's getting everything,
staying on task, and getting it done.

Me: Where did he take the state tests? Amy helped with that, so did he
take state tests in the classroom setting, not the LRC?

Lynn: No, it wasn't in the LRC; it was in the little room where Amy
worked with the kids.

Me: The second modification identified on Craig's IEP is that graphic

organizers (templates) are helpful to Craig in the writing process to
stimulate idea !brmation and orgmi7At1on.

Did you use graphic

organizers with him?
Lynn:

Yes, mapping out their story, sontimes I'll give them the

specifics, like: Who are the characters in the story, what's the problem
in the story, how does that problem develop, the complications, what's

the resolution? So, they will be given a template like that so they can

fill it in. The good thing about that is that they can start anywhere.
They can start with the resolution and go back and add the details about

the characters. So, I did that kind of thing with him.
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Me: Do you think you encouraged him to map out ideas more than
other students?

Lynn: No.
Me: The third adaptation addressed in Craig's JEP was that preferred
seating (close to teacher) helps Craig focus on directions/instructions.
Did you use specific strategies when selecting a seating place for him?

Lynn: I would usually have him sit close to

me. Oh, the

other thing I

would do with Craig, I would also keep him away from kids who were
boisterous because they would distract him.

Lynn followed the three modifications and adaptations listed on Craig's IEP
As was expressed by Anne, the preferred seating is one of the tried and true
accommodations, which are typically used for all students who are demonstrating

difficulties in class. The use

of a

graphic organizer for writing is also commonly

used with all students in Lynn's class. The use of graphic organizers fits into
Lynn's pre-established teaching strategies.

Craig's IEP listed four short-term instructional objectives:
1. Craig will make effective use of the writing process (use of graphic
organizers to pre-write), rough draft, revise, proofread and write final
copy.
2. Craig will produce work in the five modes: narrative, imaginative,
persuasive, descriptive and expository.
3. Craig's final copies will show: correct paragraph skills (topic sentence,
supporting details, summary) and effective use of standard conventions
(grammar, spelling, and punctuation).
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Lynn described how these goals were integrated into the classroom for Craig.

Me: By producing work in the five modes,

do you think

it's important

for them to understand those five modes, to be able to say what they are

or to just give them the experience in producing the five modes?

Lynn: It's more important for them to have the experiences in
producing.

Me: When you gave out an assignment, did you identify that, say, "this
is an expository assignment."
Lynn:

Yes, we would go through that and go through the parts of it and

take it apart, you know constructivist kinds of stuff where they
construct the forum of that piece.

Me: Would you expect a typical fifthgrader to be able to tell you what
an expository piece is?
Lynn:

Yes, probably be able to give you examples. Some of them

would be able to give you all the parts.

An example of a modification and adaptation, designed for Craig, is to
produce work in the five modes of writing, which is the same goal for all students

in his fifth grade class. I asked pmbing questions in order to discover if there was
additional meaning to this modification. Perhaps it was important for Craig to not
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only produce work in, but to having an understanding into their meanings. This
additional understanding was not supported by Lynn's responses, nor did Craig
support it in his interview.

Me: Sometimes they talk about some different types of writing

assignments, five modes of writing and one of them would be
imaginative writing, what would that mean, imaginative

Craig: Not real, fiction, like an alligator that has eyes in the back of his
head

Me: How about narrative writing? What does that mean?
Craig: I

don't know.

Me: OK. Persuasive?
Craig: I

forget

Me: Have you heard those words before?

Craig: I've heard of persuasive [mispronounced - per-say-sive].
Me: Have you heard of narrative?
Craig: No.

Me: How about descriptive?

Craig: Yea. To describe.
Me: And have you heard the word, "expository"?
Craig: I

forget what it is.
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Lynn believes that a typical fifth-grader would be able to describe the

different modes of writing and also be able to give examples. Craig could define
two out of the five modes and was able to give a topic example of one mode. Lynn
was asked a variety of questions directly relating to methods that she used to
support Craig and to help him meet the short-term objectives.

Me: Craig's IEP indicates that Craig is comfortable using spell
checkers and dictionaries to help him edit. How often do you think he
used the spell checker in the class, or a dictionary?

Lynn:

Urn.... I think not very often.

checkers.

We only had a few spell

The kids, they like to use them more for getting the

meanings of their spelling words rather than to spell the words
colTectly. Although some kids use them for spelling, which is really

what they are designed for. They're not really very good for finding
the meanings of words. They were misused to some extent.
Me: Would it surprise you to hear that Craig's perception was that they

were not always readily available, either physically or that the batteries
were not functioning.

Lynn: No.
Me: Do you agree with the statement that he is an unwilling writer?

Lynn: Yes.
Me: Why do you think he was an unwilling writer?
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Lynn: He didn't like it. It was difficult for him Very difficult fur him,

and again, I think it had something to do with his perfectionism. He
didn't like to just get a bunch of stuff down on paper and deal with it.
It was too messy. He wanted to get it down just exactly right. It ought

to be a finished product. He would go over his letters to make sure
they were just so before going on to the next word.

Me: Do you think there are strategies that would improve his attitude
about writing?

Lynn: Yes. Urn.. .iting for purposes. I think there are motivational
ways possible to do that. Especially working in a smaller group or
working individually with Craig it could be done. Writing notes to
other kids, I don't know, things like that.

Me: Do you think the use of a computer would be helpful to him when
doing writing assignments?

Lynn: Yes

Me: How do you picture integrating the use of the computer in the
classroom for the one or two students with learning disabilities?

Lynn: Well, sometimes the computer lab is available, so we will try to

get extra time for Craig and some of the other kids. Urn, I worked for
three years to get a printer in my classroom so I could use my computer

in the classroom fur kids, which is ideal. You don't have to have the

computer lab open.. .ahhh,, that's one of my major frustrations. Not

getting any satisfaction from the technology. People in the district,
either get an old printer or get the printer hooked up so we can use it. It

hasn't happened. We do have the Alpha Smarts so they can word
process in the classroom. But again when they are ready to get it
printed out the computer room won't be open.

Me: Does Craig get more time to work on his assignments than other

students do? It says in here ... "independently

within

allotted time

constraints set by teacher." Did he have time constraints?

Lynn: There were days that the assignments were due. In the sense,
that they were due on Wednesday.

Me: So he would take it home and finish it as homework?

Lynn: Yes.
Me: Did he do his homework?

Lynn: Sometimes.

Usually not, he would usually fight with his

parents. It worked better for Craig to stay after school and finish up.
Me: Classroom assignment lengths, for Craig we touched on classroom

time allotted, but do you adapt assignments, say in math homework,
would he get less homework.
Lynn:

Yes, and in spelling. Just because of the writing, it was so hard

for him to write.
Me: Do you supply any materials which are unique to Craig?

Lynn: Not that I can remember.
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Me: When you used an overhead, did you ever supply him with an
overhead copy to hi-light the important parts instead of copying the
overhead?

Lynn: If I had a template that I was working on, he would have the
same thing.

Me: Did all of the students have that, or just Craig?

Lynn: They all would.

Me: Do you believe in the statement that a student can only do one
cognitive thing at a time so if it takes cognitive thinking to write; they
wouldn't be able to auditorily process what was going on around them
while they were writing?
Lynn: Yes.

Me: How do you see that fitting into note taking in class?
Lynn: I think Craig is putting all of his effort into writing, into getting

it written down. So, if you can get him to read it afterwards, that would
help.

Me: Did you do that with him.

Lynn: Whenlhadachance. Not always wouldlhaveachance to do
that. I would do that when I had a chance. Get him to read his own

writing, and sometimes he'd be surprised at what he bad written.

Me: How much of the time do you think you'd get a chance? Is it
because the class size is so big?
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Lynn: Class size, I think; not as often as I'd like to.

Me: For content area tests in class, did he have math tests or science
tests in class?

Lynn: Yes.
Me: Were they shortened tests for him?

Lynn: I can't remember if they were shortened, but they were
definitely adapted, in the sense that they were read to him. Or, I might
be a secretary. He would do better that way.
Me: If you were teaching the class by yourseif, how would you read...

Lynn: I probably wouldn't. I would probably make that available; "If

you can't read something, please let me know." There's not a lot of
reading but there are some problems, problem solving parts of the test.

There is little evidence showing modifications and adaptations for Craig in

the regular classroom. Lynn acknowledges that Craig is an unwilling writer and

that writing is very difficult for hint Yet, Craig is not being supported with
technology services or specially designed instruction to help him to achieve his

goals. Additional time allowed for classroom assignments is in the form of
homework, where there is even less support for Craig than in the classroom.

Teaching students with learning disabilities in an inclusive setting is an
enigma to me. The evidence indicates that two of the teachers Anne and Lynn,

have an understanding of the strengths and weakness of their students and
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knowledge that these students learn in unique ways, yet there is little evidence that

Anne or Lynn provide any modifications or adaptations to ensure an appropriate
education for them. Jeanne, who did attempt to meet the needs of her students with

learning disabilities by emphasizing lessons which were presented using a variety

of approaches that included all fives senses, and concentrated on

helping

her

students with learning disabilities, also lacked modification or differentiation of her
lessons.

Jeanne, Anne and Lynn all expressed that they did not feel they were meeting

the needs of students with learning disabilities in their class. The data imply that
Jeanne did attempt to accommodate her students more than did Anne or Lynn.

Jeanne identified a personal trait, which she felt allowed her to be more successful

with her students. Jeanne states:
I'm the type of person who will go along with things, and say; "How is
this going to work for me?' I don't put up walls right away. Like with
inclusion, I think I'm different from some of my peers, I don't put up
walls right away. Some ofthem say; "I can't handle that, I'm on
overload right now, how can they expect me to do that?" The thing that
I don't understand is how do you cope with the day if you totally ignore
one third of your class. It must be terribly frustrating.
Anne and Lynn both expressed complacency about their inability to further
accommodate and support students with learning disabilities in their class. To
quote Anne: "I think that in the public schools, we do an adequate job at diagnosing

where kids are having trouble, but we do a really lousy job at prescribing for it. It's

like going to the doctor and saying, 'I'm sick,' and he says, 'Yes, you are."
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Collaboration Between ReEular and Snecipl Education Teachers
The teachers were questioned to determine the amount of collaboration that
existed with the learning resource teacher.

Jeanne's View of Collaboration
Me: Jeanne, how do you coordinate the work done in the LRC with the
work done in the classroom?

Jeanne: Mrs. Jones was able

to

be in the classroom once a week so

there was a natural flow. She would help in the c1assroom and then the

aid would workwiththem in the LRC
Me: Did you meet with Mrs. Jones on a regu]ar basis?

Jeanne: We are best buddies so we talk often. Our LRC teacher talks a
lot to teachers about the scheduling in the fall and September, tries to
follow the letter of the IEP, but in some cases, well several years ago,
everybody wanted their child's needs met in the classroom. I never felt

that was pragmatic. So, I've always said if you need to pull this child
for

a group then do it. We aren't always doing what

it is that they

need.

And she tries really bard. I'm very fond of the LRC teacher. I think

people who aren't, as fond of her might not have the same positive
interaction that I have. I can always talk to her and say, "This schedule
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isn't working for me, how can we move it around?" In a perfect world

the classroom teacher would have all the expertise and all the help
needed to make sure that it was included. But that's not reality, so I've

relied on the LRC teacher and the speech specialist, and the assistant.

We need more involvement of the LRC teacher in the classroom

though. Youknowhowtheysaythatagoodteacherneedstobeonthe
good side of the janitor and the secretary? Well,

what

some teachers

don't know is that you need to be on the good side of the LRC teacher,
too. I got what ever I needed from the LRC

Jeanne reports having a good relationship with the LRC teacher and

collaborates often. The degree to which Anne and Lynn collaborated with the LRC
teacher was not as extensive.

Anne's View of Collaboration
Me: Anne, how often do you meet with the LRC teacher?

Anne: I don't. Except for IEP meetings.
Me: How do you see the integration process between the LRC and the
general classroom?
Anne: I don't think there really is any.

Lynn's View of Collaboration
Lynn reported collaborating on a more routine basis than did Anne.

Me: Lynn, did you coordinate with the LRC, what would be the typical
frequency when you would talk with the LRC teacher?

Lynn: I interact with the LRC teacher a little bit, typically when
identifying students. But with Craig, maybe once a week, or maybe

once every two weeks, because they had a writing workshop in the
LRC in the afternoon once a week. Craig, and maybe two of the other

kids would go in there and finish something that they needed to work
on. I would talk to the LRC teacher about the topic and what was

expected and they would work with them. That had limited succes&

But that was probably the most that we would coordinate because I

think it was easier because they understand the learning process.
Comparing this to math, for example, that would never happen, she's
used to teaching math facts, which isn't teaching to the classroom math

task at all. She doesn't understand what we do in math for the fourth
and fifth-grade level. Eventually that will happen because the LRC
teacher is now learning how to teach math at the fourth and fifth grade-

level. There's a lot to be done.
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Although Lynn collaborated with the LRC teacher two to four times per
month, there is evidence that Lynn made assumptions in regard to

Mrs. Jones'

involvement and responsibility for ensuring Craig's appropriate education.

Me: One of Craig's objectives was to interpret new words using

suffixes, prefixes and meaning of word parts and increase his
vocabulary through reading. Decode and comprehend new vocabulary
at least eighty percent accuracy. How would you measure that?

Lynn: I would expect the LRC teacher to do something like that. I
would expect her to give a reading inventory or something like that.

Me: So, if she expected you to do it.

Lynn: She did?
Me: No, if she did.

There was an assumption made about who was responsible for providing

services. There also seemed to be a chasm between the regular education teachers

and the learning resource teacher. Expertise held by the regular education teacher
was not integrated into the learning resource room and expertise held by the
learning resource teacher was not integrated into the regular classroom.
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TABLE 3
General Classroom Teachers

COMMENTS MADE BY EACH TEAChER
Understanding
of LD

JEANNE

1.

Remediation,
Multiple
repetitions or
different conduit
into the brain

2. Any range of IQ
3. Low academic
Understanding
of Inclusion

Perception of
students with
LD

Collaboration
with Special
Education
Teachers

ANNE

Hard wiring
different - duff,
way of thinking
2. Normal to abovenormal IQ
1.

3. Low academic

LYNN

Something that
interferes with a
child's ability to
learn
2. Any range of IQ
1.

3. Low academic

performance
performance
performance
1. Student with a
1. Student with a
1. Student with a
disability in the
disability
in
the
disability in the
regular classroom
regular classroom
regular classroom
2. General
2. General
2. General
classroom teacher
classroom teacher
classroom teacher
is responsible for
responsible to
responsible for
adapting
meet
with
the
differentiating
curriculum support
person
each lesson
good in theoiy
LRC staff comes
but not enough
to reg. Class to
time to put theoiy
re-verbalize the
into practice
instructions to the
student.
1. Demonstrate
1. Demonstrate
1. Demonstrate
specific
specific
specific
knowledge about
knowledge about
knowledge about
her students'
her students'
her students'
present level of
present level of
present level of
performance
performance
performance
2.
Demonstrated
2. Demonstrated
2. Demonstrated
knowledge about
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with severe disabilities than there was for students with learning
disabilities.

4. In 1994 parental desire for inclusionary practices for their children bad
increased. However, teacher attitudes toward inclusion did not parallel

that of parental attitudes. There was an increase in the desire by general
classroom teachers to use pullout services to help students with learning
disabilities.

5. In 1974, it was reported that the professional agreements in teacher
contracts could have operated to limit inclusion. In 1994, it was reported
that the Agreements were even stronger and their impact on inclusion was
even more limiting.

Teachers' Attitude Toward Inclusion
As reported by Larivee and Cook (1979), suggested that while integration

may be legally superimposed on classroom teachers, the manner in which they
respond to the needs of the special child may be a far more potent variable in
determining the success of mainstreaming than is any administrative or curricular

scheme. It is the attitudes of the teachers that will determine the success or failure
of these strategies.
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Research reported by DeBettencourt (1999) also indicates that general

educators' attitudes and beliefs toward educating students with special needs are
among the most critical influences in implementing collaborative approaches.

As reported by Wood (1998), a teacher's attitude may be affected by four
variables: the level of administrative support received, availability of supportive
services, the amount of collaboration among teachers, parents and supportive

personnel, and the teacher's perception of the degree of personal success with
special-needs students.
DeBettencourt (1999) added that, in order for classroom teachers to become
more successful in an inclusive setting the general educators need more attitude and
awareness training concerning students with disabilities.

Teachers' Willingness to Include Students With Learning Disabifities
Research findings have indicated that teachers discriminate among students

with different disabilities. Teachers were much more eager to make
accommodations for children with physical disabilities compared to cognitive,

emotional or behavioral problems (Jobe, Rust, & Brissie, 1996.) In the study by
Soodak, Podell & Lehman (1998) evidence suggests that teachers express hostility
toward including students with such high-incidence disabilities such as learning
disabilities and argues for the need for additional training to familiarize teachers
with strategies for working with these students.
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Research reported by Gersten, Walker and Darch (1988) and Palmer (1979)

also indicated that a teacher's perception of student needs is a function of
information level, knowledge attainment, specific skill acquisition, contact and
experience with the exceptional child.

Research reported by Olson, Chalmers and Hoover (1997) agreed with these
previous findings and also indicated that successful inclusion programs not only

provide information, but also help build a common theoretical framework, which
will empower classroom teachers to be effective when teaching to students with
learning disabilities.

Mercer, Lane, Jordan, Allsopp and Eisele (1996) also suggested that
appropriate instruction in classrooms requires a variety of instructional methods to

address individual needs. Educators, however, tend to fuvor one instructional
approach to the exclusion of other approaches. This may be due the philosophical
underpinnings of each teacher. How well teachers fimction in inclusive classrooms
may be a direct result of the methods they choose to reject or incorporate since their
allegiance to

one method

reduces the options for themselves and

their students

and

it reduces their ability to effectively teach in inclusive classrooms.
Research by Martens, Peterson, Witt & Cirone (1986) reported similar

fmdings. It was suggested that despite repeated demonstrations of the efficacy of
successful inclusive strategies, classroom teachers are often resistant to their use
and opt for alternative strategies that they perceive as more convenient or with
which they are more lhmiliar.
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As indicated by these studies, there are entrenched attitudes, policies and
educational structures that seem to work against achieving more inclusionary

school environments. Although, some students with learning disabilities have
benefited socially from these inclusive programs, many students are languishing
unsupported in regular classrooms, with teachers who are unable or unwilling to

provide an appropriate education (Murphy, 1996; Slavin, 1990). This seems to be
the case with all of the students who were participating in this study.
Research also indicates that many general educators are questioning their
knowledge, skills, and time available for adequately planning for and instructing

students with special needs in their classrooms (DeBettencourt, 1999). Again.
similar findings are evident in this study, Jeanne, Anne and Lynn all expressed the
same concerns about knowledge and time.

As was suggested by Gartner and Lipsky (1987) there are disabling attitudes
that are in practice; the child and

Ilanily

are considered impaired, instruction is

disability-focused, professional personnel are often trained and certified to work
with specific disabilities, and attention to societal issues is often considered too

political and not the business of educational institutions. This view of students
labeled as handicapped adversely affects expectations regarding their academic

achievement. It causes them to be separated from other students and to be exposed
to a watered-down curriculum.
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Other Teacher Focus Variables Effecting Inclusion
Once again, the opinions and concerns expressed by Jeanne, Anne, and Lynn

echo the findings of previous research both, in the area of collaboration, and in staff
development needs. Although regular education teachers describe positive
relationships with special educators, they also express concern about the lack of
time to plan and problem solve together (Olson, Chalmers & Hoover, 1997).
Further, administrators must facilitate the workload in order to give educators
sufficient time to collaborate and problem solve so they may more effectively meet
the needs of all students (Wood, 1998).
Other research findings are more specific in the suggested goals for the

collaborative groups. Utley, Zigmond & Strain (1987) suggest that these
collaborative groups must adopt a standardized method of data collection for

assessment purposes. Simmons, Kameenui, & Chard (1998) suggest that
collaborative groups must adapt teaching methods which will involve intricate
systematic changes in instructional design necessary for students with learning
disabilities to profit from the instruction.
In 1998, Wood suggested that there be a merging of the talents of general and

special educators. This statement implies that no one person can effectively

address the diverse educational, social, and psychological needs of a
heterogeneous group of students.
Research reported by DeBettencourt (1999) and Wilcox and Wigle (1996)
also emphasizes the need for collaboration, but both studies also indicate the need
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for staff development in the

area

of teaching strategies that will support the

exceptional student in the inclusive classroom. DeBettencourt suggests that all
educators must learn better skills, such as ways in which to work together to solve
problems (e.g., collaboration) and ways in which to accommodate diverse student

populations (e.g., strategy training). The study by Wilcox and Wigle indicates that
pre-service teaching programs can have a greater impact than that of staff
development and suggests that because there is a lack of appropriate preparation,

many educators do not know bow to adapt and modi1y the cuniculum and
instructional programs to meet diverse student needs, deal with behavioral
difficulties and/or provide the specialized tools, techniques, and supports that some
students will need to be successful in the mainstream.
Educational researchers also believe that increasing the ability of educators to

teach students with learning disabilities in an inclusive classroom, with innovative
inclusive practices, can be accomplished in a variety of ways. In-service training,
professional conferences, university and school system partnerships, and peer
coaching are a few methods that can be used to impart information on inclusion
(King-Scars & Cummings, 1996; Lather & Lather, 1996). In-service training

cannot be accomplished in one-day workshops. In-service training must be
comprehensive and should include team-teaching techniques that pair regular
education teachers with special education teachers (Stoler, 1992).
Researchers suggest that the willingness of teachers to accept students with
learning disabilities into inclusive classrooms, and their effectiveness in dealing

with those students, will also be strengthened by appropriate training in the
characteristics and behaviors of students with learning disabilities. The study by
Lanier and Lather (1996) suggest that, when teachers are provided such education,
their enthusiasm for accepting students with learning disabilities into the regular
classroom would remain stable over time and with experience.
Evidence that teachers express hostility toward including students with
learning disabilities argues the need for additional training to 1miliarize teachers
with not only strategies for working with these students but also with their legal

obligations (Soodak, Podell & Lehman, 1998). With this statement one begins to

see the circular pattern developing between the potential cause and effect
relationships that seem to exist between teacher training, teacher attitudes,

collaboration, accountability and the motivational ibrces that are present, or
lacking, in an educators willingness to adapt lessons to meet the needs of all
students in the inclusive classroom. As Monahan, Morino & Miller (1996)
suggested, the sound inclusion model should have continuous in-service education
focusing on attitudes that enable all teachers to work effectively with students who

may have special needs. Jobe, Rust & Brissie (1996) also supported the idea that
teachers' attitudes toward inclusion are related to in-service training but also
emphasized the importance of a positive special education experience.

DeBettencourt (1999) emphasized that the general educators' attitudes and beliefs
toward educating students with special needs are among the most critical influences

in implementing collaborative approaches. While West and Idol (1990) close the
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circle by emphasizing the importance of collaboration and a common belief system.
They suggested that for the implementation of the concept of inclusion to take
place, everyone, including the parents, teachers, administrators and other related
service staff' must philosophically agree with the concept of inclusion.

Attitudes that enable teachers to work effectively.. .attitude relates to special
education experience.. .attitude relates to in-service training.. .effect of attitude on
ability to work collaboratively. . .collaboration improves inclusive practices... all

parties must philosophically agree with the concept of inclusion. The research
fmdings are numerous in the effects of attitude, collaboration, and staff

development. A much smaller quantity is reported about district wide philosophies
on inclusive practice and their impact. I looked to the administrative focus for
insight into this area.

Individualized Education Plan Focus
In order to ensure successful inclusion, all students with learning disabilities

must be provided with an IEP. In order for the regular education teacher to provide
accommodations and adaptations for students with learning disabilities in their
classroom, the IEP is needed as a working template, a tool to be used by the
teacher.

As defined in PL94-142, § 300.346, the IEP must include:

A statement of the child's present levels of educational performance;
A statement of annual goals, including short term instructional
objectives;
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A statement of the specific special education and related services to
be provided to the child and the extent to which the child will be able to
participate in regular educational programs;
Projected dates for initiation of services and the anticipated duration
of the services; and
Appropriate objective criteria and evaluation procedures and
schedules for determining, on at least an annual basis, whether the
short-tenn instructional objectives are being achieved.

Individualized Education P1an Usability
This study seeks to determine the usability of the IEP. Factors influencing
the usability are the language of the JEP and collaboration between the general
classroom teacher and the special education teacher.
Jeanne, Anne and Lynn all expressed the degree to which they felt they could

use their students' IEP. Segments from Jeanne's interview follow:

Jeanne's View of Usability
Me: Jeanne, I'm trying to assess Keith's IEP. It says:

1. Keith will use a variety of decoding strategies such as phonics,

picture and context cues and predictions.
2. Given a list of commonly used sight words, Keith will read them in
isolation and in context.
3. Given a passage to read Keith will show comprehension through:
Stating main ideas and details in own words
Making simple predictions and conclusions
Identi1ring cause/effect relationships

Me: Do you think these goals as written here are easily adapted to your
curriculum in the general classroom?

Jeanne: You get the general gist. You see the words, cause and effect,
and I know I need to do that with Keith when I'm reading with him and

alsointheclassroom. Whenl'mreadingoutloud,astory,totrytodo
the same thing. As far as the goals, I think our LRC teacher, Mrs.
Jones, is very tuned into the kids. But I think the teacher, Mrs. Jones,
and the IEP writer, might be two different people. Like, the report card

writer, Jeanne, and

the

teacher Jeanne, are two different things. The

IEP writer makes sure all the regulations are met, and the teacher
makes sure the kids get what they need.

Me: That sounds like the IEP is just a bureaucratic piece of paper.

Jeanne: I think to a large extent it is.

Me: That also sounds like Mrs. Jones can strive to meet the needs of
the students in the LRC, but she can't be in every general classroom,
helping

every student. And without a meaningful, living IEP, each

general education teacher will start from ground zero with each student.
They may discover effective ways to

help that student as

the year

progresses, but then there's no vehicle to pass discoveries to facilitate

learning to the next grade teacher. So the student is inhibited by our
lack of documentation and communication.

Jeanne:Iagreewiththat. Wealluseitasatool. WhenlgetanlEP,
I'll read through it. I might jot down in my lesson plan book things that

I need to be sure to do. But it's only adjunct, it's like using the first
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steps developmental table. Some people use them as a bible, and they

keep them open all the time, the other thing is to check back and say,

"Have I included these things?" And 1 always used it as a holistic
document, and that's how I use an IEP People have told me for years

that I use the IEP more than other teachers do, or that I differentiate
more than other teachers do, but I have a hard time believing that. I
was hoping that as I got a chance to observe other teachers, that I would

find that other people do what I do. But, I'm not really seeing that.

Me: How did you document Keith's present level of performance
regarding the short-term goals that we just talked about?

Jeanne: So much of it is just what is stored up here in my head; I don't

know iflactually wrote it down. Iwouldgo and showMrs. Jones

whatbehadjustwritten. Orlwouldtakeabooktoherandsayhe's
read this. Or for his IEP, I would bring in his latest work. I think I met

with those parents at least five thnes a year, excluding the two IEP
meetings. Sometimes I would initiate the contacts and

sometime the

Grandma or Dad would.

Me: I was hoping to see in the IEP was specific information relating to

that student's successes in the past, so that future teacher's could not
only be aware of; but integrate into the classroom.

Jeanne: I would agree with you. Until each teacher is told that it's
very important that they keep some sort of record, anecdotal evidence.

Ill
We pass on some test scores, the writing samples, the math problem
samples, those go on, but other than the scores, and a few comments,

there's nothing that goes on. The next teacher can look at the report
card and the comments there, but that's not very helpful

Jeanne reports that the IEP is a bureaucratic piece of paper. Jeanne feels that
the IEP has some information but the information is not specific to instructional

methods. Jeanne believes that the IEP fails to act as a vehicle for passing
discoveries, which thcilitate learning for the student to the new teacher for next

year. Jeanne also reports that she will occasionally share a student's work with the
LRC teacher, but as a general rule, she supplies information concerning a student's
present level of performance from memory.
Anne also reports that the IEP lacks usability

fur

her. Anne is more specific

about what she needs from an IEP:

Anne's View of Usability
Me: Do you find the IEP helpful?

Anne: Not too much. It gives me kind of an indication that there's a
big enough discrepancy between where they should be and where there
functioning and that they are receiving special services.

Me: As far as how you might service a student better in the classroom,
is the IEP helpful to you?
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Anne: Probably not any more useful than saying this

child is

on an IEP

for this area and their skills are.. .You could probably re-write it in five

words to give me about as much information. I don't find the goal
statements very helpful. The accommodation and modification

statements are pretty standard. They're what you do for every kid
that's on an IEP. They are not very much different unless there is a
visual impairment or a physical disability. But, for a learning disability
we try to do all the same, tried and true, accommodations.

Me: What are the tried and true?
Anne: Well,, ah. . .preferential seating, adding more adult support when

available, re-teaching, checking their work more often,, being real
encouraging, make that child feel safe and comfortable, able to take
risks, because they're not sure they're going to be successful. I guess
I'd like more infbrmation about how, specifically how, to help them in
my classroom. I have seen kids come back from private evaluations

where the suggestions for classroom modifications seem much more
complete than they do from our IEPs. More in depth. Often the IEPs

are so generic

they aren't very helpful. "Tom will read a chapter

book" or "They will improve and write a paragraph with a topic
sentence and support the details." There's nothing in there about the

intervention from the general education teacher, or how there's
cooperation between the general education and resource room teacher.
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The IEP is paperwork. There are goals, but I don't see how they drive
instruction. Often times the goals have been not related to the kinds of

work that we are doing in the classroom. They're

such discrete

little

skills that they mention they are not really helpful to me in the
classroom. I really applaud a movement to make them closer to the

work samples and the kinds of things that we would be assessing. I
need someone to sit down and look at what I'm teaching and say, "This
is how you

need to modify this, this is how you need to tier this

assignment, these are the words you need to forecast for these kids so
they'li be successful in this reading passage." it is so time consuming.

I need to have somebody sit down with me and their math paper and
say, "Look at the kind of error they are making, this would be a neat
way to show them how to do this...."

Me: I looked at Sam's IEP, I looked at the short term instructional
goals, and outlined them.. .Correct me if I'm wrong, when you were
getting ready to go to his IEP meeting you didn't take his existing IEP
and go through his goals.

Anne: Right, because they are frustratingly general...

Me: As k as documenting specific information about the goals on the
IEP, this isn't something you routinely do?

Anne: No. And I guess the way that we feel about our IEPs at this
point in time is that it's a document to guide the specialized instruction
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that they are going to be receiving through the services provided by the

LRC staff They aren't really indicative of the kinds of things that we
set up in the classroom. So, it's that separate. Realistically, 1 don't

look at a student's IEP until their annual review comes up. I may
glance at it superficially, but if their annual review was in February, 1
wouldn't look at it until February.

Me: Do you keep anecdotal information on Sam?

Anne: No. I carry it all in my head. Except for what is written at care
team meetings. So, periodically we'll stop and put some down. But I
don't keep a journal on

him.

Me: So, potentially, for his next year teacher, there could be some
things that you might have observed about the way he learns that could

be significant to share but there's no vehicle at this point for sending
that on?

Anne: Right.

Anne believes that the JEP is too generic and the goals, as stated on the IEP,

do not drive instruction. Anne would prefer to have assistance to modify her
lessons and to show her how to present information in a way that a student with a

learning disability would understand. Anne also believes that the goals are not
related to classroom curriculum but tend to be discrete, specific skills.
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Lynn's View of Usability
Sections from the interview with Lynn demonstrate further the lack of
usability of the IEP.

Me: Craig's IEP, under the current level of performance, specifically
lists:

Craig is reading at a fourth-grade instructional leveL

1. He demonstrates some of the skills of a Capable Reader.
2. Craig subvocalizes in silent reading.
3. Most word substitutions are ok within context.
4. Comprehension is good. There is some word by word reading
that impairs fluency.
5. Craig does not read for pleasure at school or home.

Me: What do you think, when looking at his current level of
performance?

Lynn: So, what do I think about that assessment of him? Whether it
matches Craig? Whether it's appropriate for any child or I'm not sure
what you're asking.

Me: I look at present level of performance. Why is present level of
performance put in an IEP? It's a baseline or a starting point for a
student in a specific area. And then there is the annual goal and short-

term instructional objectives, or the steps to achieve the annual goaL
And then the next year the student's present level of performance again
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assessed to see if the goal has been met. So, are these six statements
really usable information for you to have a good understanding about
Craig's present level of perlbrmance? Are these meaningful statements

to you?
Lynn: To some extent they are. If a student is not reading on his own,

that's kind of important. If they're reading at a level where they could
be reading on their own, I would think, my question is why are they not
reading on their own?

Me: So do you find these to be real general?

Lynn: Those are pretty general

Me: Craig's IEP specifically addresses reading and writing only. But
he's

also below grade level in math.

Lynn: Ah-ha.

Me: I'm trying to get a 1el lbr the usability of the IEP for you. Why
are you rolling your eyes and

giggling?

Lynn: Well, I would appreciate a little bit more specific strategies to

use with a particular child based upon the IEP. And that's not
forthcoming; we don't seem to do that at our schooL The word graphic

organizer is really a general term so, I'm not sure. I could interpret that

in my own way, which I do. I've given you an example in science and

in math. Do lots of visual things in math. But, I'm not sure what I'm
doing is gelling with what Craig needs. I don't know. Teachers go on
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instinct a lot of the times, you know, in the absence of more specific
directions. But things are not transferred. Specific, practical, ways to
adapt a program for an individual student is not relayed, at least as k

as Craig was concerned. I didn't get anything that was practical that I
could use with Craig. I mean everything came more from me.
Me: And that is pretty typical then?

Lynn: That's pretty typicaL Specific suggestions are what we need.
But I don't see that, especially in the area of math. And certainly never

anything in the area of science, that's just not on the IEP. They don't
deal with it. And, that's a problem. And Craig didn't have an IEP fbr

math, he needed to, but he didn't. So typically, I don't know if it's

because of the testing being done. I'm just assuming it's that way
throughout this district. But, based on the testing that is done, they

aren't identified in math. If they can do simple calculations, that's
supposedly good enough.

Me: When you are preparing for a new school year, when and how do
you use a new student's IEP?

Lynn: Transitioning between grades, I would look at their IEP during

the first week of schooL The IEP gives us the goals, and general
information, but there's not enough about what we can do in the regular

classroom to help them. It's more what they're doing in the LRC rather

than how to make the transition into the regular classroom. I need
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more specific teaching strategies that would help me in the regular
classroom. It would help to know what materials they have worked

with, specifically strategies that have worked with that child. But it's

more of a discovery process of my own.

It doesn't contain any

suggestions from previous teachers. We relate what works best for that
child, what they are good at and then you find out during the year what
the problems are but not necessarily how to help them. Sometimes that

takes longer. There were times that we got input from the parents and

that was helpful when we did get that. And I've also had kids fill out
how they think is the best way to help them.

Me: If you are having an IEP meeting fbr Craig tomorrow, is it your

general rule that you practice, to take the existing IEP before the
meeting, and go through each goal and objective and document things

specific to those instructional objectives and goals, to take to the
meeting?
Lynn: It's my general rule to pull the IEP, because I have them on file.

To look them over and sometimes I'll write some things down... To be
candid here, I mean if; fbr example, something happens and I just don't

have any time to do that. I'll run into the meeting with my pencil, and
I'll almost always pull their file, which

has

their IEP in it,

sometimes I'll sit there in the meeting and do that,

with

me and

go over in my mind

some things that I've observed. But, it's usually stated so broadly,
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"will improve his writing" or something like that. It doesn't seem to be
very useful.

Jeanne, Anne and Lynn all report that the JEPs consistently lack usability.

The IEP is viewed as a bureaucratic piece of paper. All three teachers feel that the
IEP is too generic and the goals do not drive instruction. Each teacher also
reported that they would like to see specific information and more specific teaching
strategies that would help them to assist the student in the regular classroom.

Jeanne, Anne and Lynn all report that, although they would appreciate more
specific information and strategies that work for each student, they all state that
they do not keep anecdotal records nor, as a general rule, do they make suggestions
for the teacher the following year.

Individualized Education Plan. Lanuae and Content:
As the interviews progressed, we began to focus on the language in each IEP.
Of particular interest was what was meant by the terms used to describe the

students' present level of performance, the meaning of the measurements used as
criteria for meeting short-term instructional objectives, and whether the goals made
sense for the student as described in their present level of performance.

Thirteen different terms were used to describe the different 'present level of
performances." First-grade level reader, beginning reader, Doich primer sight
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words, developing reader, third-grade reader, fourthgrade instructional reader,
capable reader, 800-level Fry words, decoding strategies, beginning writer, firstgrade level writer, emerging developing writer, developing writer. I questioned
each teacher about the meaning of the terms used in her student's IEP
The present level of performance for Jeanne's student Keith reads, "Keith is
reading at a first-grade level (Woodcock Johnson) or Beginning Reader

Benchmark. He was reading Doich Primer sight words at ninety-two percent
before winter break and seventy-two percent upon return. Keith has very few
phonics skills with little use of pictures or context cues to aid in decoding or

comprehension."
Jeanne defined the terms: first-grade level reader, beginning reader, Dolch
primer sight words, developing reader, and third-grade reader,

beginning

writer,

writer at the first-grade level, and developing writer.

Jeanne's View of Language and Content
Me What are the characteristics that would be demonstrated by a

student reading at the first-grade level?

Jeanne: They would be unable to read what we're reading in class,
totally lost. Not even turning the pages, Ibr example, in the social

studies textbook, he would not be even turning the pages because
there's nothing that

he's

reading there. That's reflected also in the

writing, so he would be very reluctant to write, and he would be able to
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write maybe beginning and ending sounds, but the vowel sounds would
be pretty much not there.

Me: If we set Keith aside for a minute. A typical first-grade level,
what would the student be able to do?

Jeanne: A first-grade level reader would be able to read very simple

books that have lots of pictures to give them clues. They would be
short, with a couple of lines on a page. They would be able to write a
sentence that you could probably decipher. They have a short attention
span.

Me: What are the characteristics of a Beginning Reader?

Jeanne:

.that's back even further. Keith, he was pretty much of a

beginning reader. He didn't know very many vowel sounds when he
came to me as a third grade student.

Me: Do you associate Kindergarten with a Beginning Reader?

Jeanne: Yes. WeneedtodotheABCsandfocusinonaword,thatit
has a set of letters. The beginning sound is

.You'd have to start right

back at the beginning. I have done that.

According to Jeanne, a Beginning Reader would typically be a precursor to a

first-grade level reader. Jeanne expresses the understanding that a beginning reader
would be able to read the letters of the alphabet, would recognize a word as a set of
letters and would be able to make the beginning sounds of a word. Jeanne believes
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that a first-grade level reader would be able to read very simple books, which have

two lines per page, with pictures to aid the reader. According to District standards
and benchmarks, a Beginning Reader, also referred to as Level-O, occurs typically

around the first-grade. There is no reference to a "First-grade Level Reader" in the
District Standards.

Me: How would you use the Doich Primer sight words for a beginning
reader?

Jeanne: Well, I had them written on cards and ifie folders; I had them

laminated so parents could use them. Those kids need a consistent
review of those words, commonly used words, because they're going to
show up in reading. Mostly the LRC uses those.
Me: What are the characteristics of a Developing Reader?

Jeanne: The developing reader is making some progress. They can
take a book and get some interest from it because there's a little more
meaning going on. They are going to recognize "dog" in the title, and

they're going to see a dog in the picture, and they'll have that
connection. They can read books that are maybe a second-grade level.
There will be more words on a page, and they can follow and track and
keep up. There's much less frustration when a reader hits that leveL
Me: What would be a typical level for a third-grader?
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Jeanne: For a typical third-grader would be at the upper end of a
developing reader.

Me: What would that look like?

Jeanne: Urn, ... transitional? I can't remember. But they are really
ready to dig in and do research and read chapter books.

Jeanne defines Doich words as commonly used words, but believes that they
are mostly used in the LRC. Jeanne also describes a Developing Reader as being at
the second-grade level, but makes specific descriptions of a student who is able to
associate words, such as dog, with a picture. According to District Standards,
associating words with pictures is a characteristic of a Beginning Reader, Level-O,

occurring around the first-grade. Jeanne related a Developing Reader to a secondgrade level but described its characteristics as a first-grade leveL The District
standards and benchmarks identify the Developing Reader, Level-i, as typically
occurring about the third grade. There is evidence of a great level of confusion as
to the meaning of the terminology used in Keith's Present Level of Performance.

To cloud the issue further, Keith is identified as a Beginning Reader but the

supporting documentation that "Keith has very few phonics skills with little use of
pictures or context cues" indicates that he has not yet achieved that leveL A similar

confusion occurs when comparing Keith's Annual Goal and his Short-term

Instructional Objectives. Keith's Annual Goal reads, "By January 2000, Keith

will

demonstrate most, if not all of the skills of a Developing Reader as measured by
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informal reading inventories and/or standardized measures." Keith is expected to
improve from a level, which is not yet a Beginning Reader, typical first-grader, to

that of a Developing Reader, typically, a third-grade Level. This two-year growth
is to be met through Keith's Short-Term Instructional Objectives, which read:

1. Givenapassage to read, Keith will use a variety of decoding
strategies, such as phonics, picture and context cues and prediction.
2. Given a list of commonly used sight words Keith will read them in
isolation and in context, with ninety percent accuracy.
3. Given a passage to read, Keith will show comprehension through
stating main ideas and details in his own word, making simple
predictions and conclusions and identifying cause and effect
relationships.
The first two instructional objectives describe benchmark standards of a

Beginning Reader, which will allow Keith to be performing at that level, typically

seen in the first-grade. The third objective is representative of one of the
characteristics of a Developing Reader and is the only objective indicated to
represent the two-year growth to the level of a Developing Reader. The IEP does

not stipulate how the objectives will be meet nor are there modifications or
adaptations specific to reading on Keith's IEP for Keith in the general classroom.
Keith is to receive 2.5 hours of specially designed instruction in the LRC per week
for reading.

The criteria identified for obtaining the short-term instructional goals, the

evaluation procedure and the schedule for review are areas of additional ambiguity.
For Keith's first short-term instructional goal, "Given a passage to read, Keith will
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use a variety of decoding strategies such as phonics, picture and context cues and

prediction." The criteria for meeting the goal is "appropriate use of cueing

systems." The use of the term "appropriate" is not defined. For the last two
objectives, the criteria documented for achieving the goals is, "ninety percent

accuracy." Jeanne was asked her opinion as to the meaningfulness of a given
"percent" accuracy in achieving goals.

Me: What accuracy-rating do you think would be appropriate when
measuring these goals?

Jeanne: You usually say about ninety-three percent accuracy. I did

accuracy checks at their reading level

First-grade reading level

passage for Keith and do an accuracy check. And that's how you know

if you can move onto something else. I don't

think

most teachers do

that, although the state is saying you must do it at third grade. It's

important that the first and second-grade teachers do this accuracy
check. I did them three times on everybody, except the high readers.

To measure the accuracy I would take the number of words, subtract
the number wrong and figure the percentage.

Me: Did Keith meet the ninety percent criteria?

Jeanne: [laughs].. .1 don't think Keith ever produced ... you see the
problem is that the government requires this kind of percentage stuff

I'm so against percentages, but this is

what

the powers to be in the
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system want. I can do it in a spelling test or a math test, but when
you're looking at someone like Keith, saying he will come up with an

ninety percent accuracy, doesn't make sense to me.

We worked

towards Keith's goals, and he achieved things, but I don't know how

we would measure "ninety percent". The LRC teacher is doing that
because she has to.
Me: Why not make it seventy percent, is that not more doable? What
about ninety percent, is that too high?

Jeanne: I don't know.

The criteria specified on Keith's IEP seems to lack meaning for Jeanne. The
evaluation procedure specified, "TeacherfLRC observations during oral reading,"

also lacks meaning and is ambiguous. It appears that no one person is identified as
being responsible for evaluating progress toward the short-term objectives. Jeanne
stated earlier: "So much of it (documenting) is just what is stored up here in my

head." It is apparent that Jeanne was not aware that she had responsibility for
documenting progress toward Keith's short-term goals.

Anne's View of Language and Content
Anne was also questioned as to the meaningfulness of the terms and the

content in the IEP for her student, Sam. Sam's present level of performance was
describes as:
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Sam is reading at a fourth-grade instructional level, demonstrating
some of the skills of the capable reader benchmark. He is reading the
800-level fry words. Sam is a strong context reader, going back to
correct himself when the sentence does not make sense. He has good

plionicsskillstouseasabackupstrategy. Hetendstoreadwordby

word with little expression and usually stops at ending punctuation.
Inference questions are more difficult and fluency needs improvement.
Me: What are the characteristics of a fourth-grade instructional level?

Anne: I guess, urn.. .at the fourth-grade, one of the characteristics is

longer text, more abstract in idea, so there might be concepts like
freedom, or democracy, urn... ideas about integrity, things that are less

concrete so there's more implying to be done about the text. Certainly

the print usually drops in size, urn.. .one of the things in word attack
that is pretty characteristic of fourth-grade is to work on word parts,
suffixes and prefixes, and perhaps just the sight words.

A fourth-grade instructional level is used to describe Sam's present level of
performance. Although the term seems to have meaning for Anne, it is not a term
currently published by the District, and I was unable to locate its definition.

Me: What are the characteristics of the skills of the capable reader?

Anne: It would mean that they could handle most material for fourthgrade, pretty independently, and be pretty thoughtful. Their analysis

of not only the story line but could give me some implied meaning
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about the authors intent or theme or message. They also would be able

to use a glossary, table of contents, and those kinds of different text
structures for the informative reading. They would be able to attack
most new words and be able to figure out, from the context in which
they are used, what they mean.

Me: So, a capable reader would be a typical fourth-grader?

Anne: I think in this district, in this classroom, most of my fourths are
capable readers.

Me: What comes before a capable reader?

Anne: A developing reader. I would think a third-grader would be a
developing reader, sometimes second-graders are developing readers, it

comes after emerging readers. I think in fourth-grade you see a lot of

kids that enjoy reading, it's not just required of them. So a capable
reader makes choices to read independently and enjoys the reading. I
think a capable reader enjoys reading to himself or herself as much as
being read to.

Me: What are 800-level Fry words?

Anne: They are basic sight vocabulary words.
Me: Is there a 900-level Fry words?

Anne: I have no idea.
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Me: One of the things I'm wondering about, when I look at present

level of performance on a student's IEP, is how meaningful is the
language used to describe the present level of performance?

Anne: I think it's really difficult because, especially the last couple of
years since we've been looking at the benchmark levels so much more
than standardized tests, or Fry and Doich word lists, unless you can put

it into some kind of context, like the benchmark language, it's not
really very helpful to the classroom teachers.

Me: If we were talking about a fourth-grade instructional level versus a

capable reader benchmark, a fourth-grade instructional level means
more to you, or a capable reader means more to you?

Anne: I think the capable reader means more to me. If I had a
document that spelled out what those indicators were so that I could

share those, and we would be both on the same page. I think that
benchmark information, if it's well written, can be very helpful. But,
the parent and the teacher are both going to want to know, out of my

fourth-graders, yours is the only one that's not at the capable reading
leveL I think that sometimes those comparisons are unfortunate, but

they're something that people are entitled to know. Why wouldn't you
share the information that you see everyday about their student?
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Sam's IEP used a combination of benchmark language and language that

lacks meaning. Teacher participants have defined both Doich and Fry words as
apparently being, "basic sight words." There is a lack of evidence relating to the
difference between the two or the meaningfulness of either for the regular

classroom teacher. Sam's IEP describes him as demonstrating some of the skills of
the capable reader benchmark, but does not stipulate which ones. The IEP
continues to say that Sam has good phonics skills to use as a backup strategy. This
characterization is typically used for a beginning reader, which occurs around firstgrade.

Sam's measurable annual goal, as stated on his IEP is: "Sam will demonstrate
all the skills of a Capable Reader, as measured by informal reading inventories

and/or standardized tests." A general reference is specifying that the goal will be
measured but no criteria are given to indicate whether the

goal has

been met.

The short-term instructional goals indicated for Sam are:

1. Sam will demonstrate comprehension when reading through:
identifying and summarizing main ideas and supporting details, asking

and answering factual and inferential questions, extending his
vocabulary with new words from reading.
2. Sam will read aloud at the appropriate rate and volume, with
expression and fluency.
3. Sam will scan, skim read or read carefully as required by the reading

thsk

Sam's first short-term instructional objective represents three of the eleven

characteristics as defined by the District for a Capable Reader. As there is a lack of
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supporting documentation under Sam's present level of performance, it is difficult
to ascertain the amount of progress expected for Sam over the next year. The
evaluation procedure for the second goal is to pass the fluency bench mark. I was
unable to locate a fluency benchmark in the District standards.
Again the evaluation procedure specified, "Teacher/LRC observations during

oral reading," lacks meaning and is ambiguous. No one person is identified as
being responsible for evaluating progress toward the short-term objectives. Anne
stated earlier: "As lhr as documenting specific information about the goals on the

IEP, this isn't something I routinely do." It is apparent that Anne was not aware
that she had responsibility for documenting progress toward Keith's short-term

goals. Also, as was the case with Keith's IEP, there are no modifications or
adaptations specific to reading on Sam's IEP to assist Sam in the general
classroom. Sam is to receive two hours of specially designed instruction in the
LRC per week for reading.

Lynn's View of Language and Content
Lynn was also questioned as to the meaningfulness of the terms, and the

content in the IEP for her student, Craig. Craig's present level of performance was
describes as:

Craig is reading at a fourth-grade instructional level He demonstrates some ofthe
skills of a Capable Reader. Craig subvocalizes in silent reading. Most word
substitutions are o.k. within context and Craig uses punctuation for phrasing. His
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comprehension is good. There is some word-by-word reading that impairs fluency.
Craig does not read for pleasure at school or home.

Me: How would you characterize the fourth-grade instructional level
for reading?

Lynn: The student is

fairly

fluent, is able to read fourth-grade level

materials independently, fairly fluently, I mean they're going to make

some mis-cues, but they probably will self correct or it doesn't
substantially change the meaning of the reading, so they are able to
understand, comprehend the reading.

Me: How would that differ from a capable reader? What would a
capable reader look like?

Lynn: A capable reader would not only be able to do that but would

also be able to comprehend at a higher level, higher level critical
thinking, questions, make predictions, those kinds of things.

Me: Would word substitution within context be consistent with a
fourth-grade instructional leveL

Lynn: Yes.
Me: When wouldn't word substitution be consistent with a level?

Lynn: At what level would it not be consistent? ...I don't know. Even
an advanced reader would.. .depending on what you're reading. I could

be reading a Russian novel, and I'll substitute one of the names of
Dostoevsky's characters.
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Me: What comes after a capable reader?

Lynn: Oh, I can't remember. Urn.. .not advanced. Independent I
think. It seems like he should get up to the independent

level.

You'd

expect a fifth-grader to be at the independent leveL

Me: For a reader, what does sub-vocalizing mean to you?
Lynn: That means mouthing the words as you read.
Me: Do you think that would be helpful to Craig?

Lynn: To teach him to mouth the words as he reads? I don't know.
I'm thinking at one point it might keep him focused, because he would
be mouthing the words. I'm not sure that's a good habit for anybody to
get into.

Me: What do you think when looking at Craig's current level of
performance?

Lynn: What do I think about that assessment of him? Whether it
matches Craig? Whether it's appropriate for any child or I'm not sure
what you're asking.

Me: We look at present level of performance for a student.

The

purpose is to enable you to know where you're starting from, your
point "A." And then the annual goal is specified and the instructional
goals are given as a vehicle to achieve the annual goal. Then next year

you do the present level of performance again and see how well the

student has improved from the previous year.

So, are these six
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Me: Craig's annual goal is to demonstrate all of the characteristics of a

capable reader benchmark.

With his specific present level of

performance, indicating that

he

was reading at a lburth-grade

instructional level and demonstrating some of the skills of a capable
reader, do you think that for him to demonstrate

all the

characteristics

of a capable reader is analogous to a typical year's growth for a
student?

Lynn: ...No, it doesn't sound like it...
Me: What would be typical growth if you had some skills of a capable
reader?

Lynn: Well, I guess, you know a capable reader, a student could be
working on being a capable reader over several different grade levels. I

mean that is not abnormal at all. But if he has some of the skills of a
capable reader, and he's reading at fourth-grade instructional. And his
goal is to do that?

Me: His goal is to demonstrate the characteristics of a capable reader
benchmark. That's his annual goal for reading.

Lynn: ...I think that was done in an attempt to get away from grade
levels and get into more of a continuum definition. I don't think that
that would be off the mark. I think that would be o.k., to have all those
characteristics of a capable reader.
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The difficulty experienced by the regular education teacher when assessing a
student's progress toward his annual goal is compounded by the vague nature of the

short-term instructional objectives. Craig's short-term instructional objectives
were:

1. Craig will read for extended periods of time silently for pleasure,
interest and/or for information. (Criteria: "independently for at least
fifteen minutes").
2. Craig will read aloud at an appropriate rate and volume, with
expression and fluency. (Criteria: "Appropriate flow and pace.")
3. Craig will scan, skim read or read carefully, as required by the
reading task. (Criteria: "Appropriate flow and pace.")
4. Craig will interpret new words using suffixes, prefixes and meaning
of word parts and increase his vocabulary through reading. (Criteria:
Decode and comprehend new vocabulary with at least eighty percent
accuracy.)

Me: I'm looking at Craig's second short-term instructional objective.
What are the characteristics of an appropriate flow and pace?

Lynn: In reading?
Me: Yes.

Lynn: Appropriate to what? [laughs] That's pretty general. I mean
what's appropriate? It's different given a different situation or different
purpose fbr reading.

Me: Is that a meaningful criteria for measuring a students ability to
read with appropriate rate and volume, with expression and fluency?
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Lynn: No. Well, it could be. It seems like it's incomplete. It's seems

like it's part of the frame is missing. Appropriate to what type of
reading? Something you might skim or scam for information. When as
you're reading for pleasure, the pace would be different.

Me:Athirdobjectivethatiswrittenisthathewillscan, skimreador
read carefully, as required by the reading task. What's the difference
between scanning and skimming?

Lynn: Urn... [laughs].. .skirnming is reading quickly, going over the
whole thing quickly, from my definition, and scanning Is scanning for

descriptors, titles, looking for certain words. Zeroing in on certain

things. Right now you're scanning your questions. Skimming is just
skimming all over the surface. Skimming, water skiing rather than
diving in and getting into the depth and detail.

Me: How would Craig know when skimming or scamming is appropriate?
Lynn: Experience with like situations.

Me: Is that something you teach in your class?
Lynn:

Yes. We teach kids how to read for information. How to use a

table of contents. How to look at chapter headings, bolded information

inabook.
Me: Craig's fourth objective, to interpret new words using suffixes,

prefixes and meaning of word parts and increase his vocabulary
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reading. Decode and comprehend new vocabulary with at least

eighty percent accuracy. How would you measure that?
Lynn: I'd have to give him a RI, a reading inventory.
Me: What do you think about that eighty percent accuracy?

Lynn: You mean whether it's appropriate or not?
Me: Appropriate, meaningful...

Lynn: Easy to measure?
Me: Measurable.

Lynn: Well, first of all if you're going to measure that you have to
know exactly how many words he doesn't know before. How much of
it is new vocabulary and how much of it is old vocabulary.

Me: Is that information available to you in his IEP?

Lynn: No, it is not.

The interview with Lynn exemplifies the vague nature of Craig's IEP. The
terminology is confusing and, although the annual goal is representative of

attainable progress in one year's time, the short-term objectives, and the criteria by
which they are to be measured, are not usable for Lynn. As was the case with both
Keith's and Sam's I.E.Ps, there are no modifications or adaptations specific to
reading on Craig's IEP to assist Craig in the general classroom. Craig is to receive
two hours of specially designed instruction in the LRC per week for reading.
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Although both Jeanne and Anne expressed similar frustrations with the use of
the terminology used in the lEPs, it was not until the interviews with Lynn that I
was sensitized to the number of different programs and continuums that have been
implemented in this District over the years, and that remnants of these programs are

found in IEPs today. The discovery was in the following dialogue:

Me: Typically, at what grade level would a developing reader
represent?

Lynn: They're not supposed to be taught to grade levels, but there's
kind of a range of grade levels for a developing reader. They could be
in first grade to.. .maybe fourth grade.

Me: Why aren't they supposed to be tied to grade levels?
Lynn: Because it's a continuum, a developmental continuum.

Me: If a student didn't follow this continuum at a typical rate, wouldn't
there be a concern?

Lynn:

There's a concern if they're not moving. There's a concern if

they get stuck in a phase of the continuum, if they are staying there for

a long time. They should follow through that continuum, and some
students are independent readers in second grade.

Me: Don't you need to have a focus at different grades so that you
know when a
concern?

student

might be achieving at a level that would be of
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Lynn: I think that you can't just use that continuum. You also have to

look at grade-level materials, are they reading grade-level materials?
And those are fairly well developed.

Me: So, you not only have a continuum, but there are grade-level
materials?

Lynn: Yes.
Me: When did the continuum come into play?

Lynn: It started coming

into

play in this District about three years ago

with the first steps.

Me: Do you know why they switched over?

Lynn: Because it was determined that this district had problems with

reading. Kids were not performing reading as well as they ought to.

And also because people were looking for something a little more
specific than DAP, developmentally appropriate practices. Which was

basically interpreted to mean, "Don't worry about this, if a kid isn't
performing up to grade level, they're just moving at a slower rate, they

will when they are ready to." That was real loosely interpreted, so
there was an outcry from the teachers that we need something else. We

need something that's more usable. So the district spent a lot of money
to train thirty teachers in the district for Steps. The teachers came back
to the school and trained about two-thirds of the teachers in First Steps.

But, the training was poor. It was difficult for them to train our
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teachers adequately in three days compared to what they spent over two

weeks to learn. It was way too fast. It was not a good model So, it
pretty much flopped on its face in this district. Still, we find traces of it

in IEPs because some teachers still use it, and I still use that
continuum.

Me: Isn't that the continuum that they put out to parents about grade-

level information. Like there's kindergarten through third, they don't
really identify it, they just put...

Lynn: I don't know, I've seen several different continuums; I'm not
sure, you know, when I hear continuum, having been a First Steps user,

that's what I think of.

Me: So capable reader and developing reader, those are rhetoric from
the First Steps continuum?

Lynn: No, there's experimental reader, beginning reader; they're a
little bit different.

I think, I'm not sure what continuum that is.

Because, I use the First Steps' one.

It starts out with

developing,

experimental reader. That's when they're just holding the book upside

down and playing with reading. There's beginning reader, developing
reader, and independent reader. So, when you say developing reader

and capable reader, I kind of have to interpret that into First Steps
language. Because the one you're using is another continuum.
Me: So there's other continuums out there?
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Lynn: It looks like it. [Iaughsj

Me: Everybody's using a different continuum but the IEP is what they
are aft referring to in order to assist students in their classroom?

Lynn: Yea, I think so.
Me: Do the other ones have names, like First Steps has a name?

Lynn: I'mnotsure,Annmaybeabletotellyou. Thatwasbeforemy
time. That's when I was teaching in the Middle SchooL We didn't

even use them.. Middle School Teachers didn't have any training in

Me: Was that very usable, DAP?

Lynn:

Ohhhh. ..I

don't know, I've heard all kinds of mixed reviews.

The way it's interpreted. I mean the idea, theoretically it's usable in the
sense that you understand that everybody's developing along some kind

of continuum. But it's a fuzzy continuum. Maybe that one's from
DAP, the one that your using.
Me: I don't know. It's what is used in the IEPs

Lynn: I'm sorry, I don't know either.

Me: That's the point.

Lynn: Yea that's a good point. Look at the name of that one. Does it

say on the front? That's just an IEP. It's just something copied,
doesn't say at the bottom where it came from?
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Me: No, it doesn't make any reference to where it came from, as
defined by what.

Lynn: [Sighs].. .Just what ever seems to be floating by What ever is
fashionable at the time. First Steps has kind of fallen from favor, but
there are vestiges of it out there.

Once I became aware of the various continuums, further research was

implemented to discover where the terms used in the IEP originated. It was
discovered that the District has published standards and benchmarks for all types of
communication: reader, writer, speaker, listener, interpersonal communicator,

visual communicator, and Infbrmational researcher. Five levels are defined for
each type of communication: Level 0 is Beginning, Level 1 is Developing, Level 2

is Capable, Level 3 is Fluent, and Level 4 is Accomplished. Approximate grade
levels are identified for each level. Beginning occurs around first-grade,
Developing occurs around third-grade, Capable occurs around fifth-grade, Fluent
occurs around eighth-grade, and Accomplished occurs around tenth-grade.

Although this is the current continuum used by the l)istrict, there are remnants of

other continuums and similarities in the names of different continuums. None of
the teacher participants identified the terminology in the IEPs as being from

the

current District continuum. Anne's definitions aligned fairly closely with the
current terminology. Jeanne and Lynn were not able to use the terms in

IEfl

understanding their students' present level of performance, annual goals, or shortterm instructional goals.

Jeanne, Anne and Lynn all report that the language used in the IEP is
confusing and the IEPs consistently lacks usability. The lack of usability of the IEP
is multifaceted. The terminology is confusing, the accommodations and
modifications lack depth and meaning, but of most significance, is the common
practice of writing goal statements in lue of a measurable short-term objective.
A short-term objective consists of two parts, a goal statement, which provides
the intent of the objective, and an evaluation statement (Jacobsen, Eggen, Kauchak,

& Dulaney, 1985). The goal statement identifies the learner and the learning task,
the evaluation statement identifies the condition, the performance, and the criteria.
The condition sets fbrth the circumstances under which the learner will be assessed;
the performance specifies the behavior which must be observed; and the criterion
determines the minimum acceptable performance.
All of the

measurable short-term objectives found in the participating

students' IEPs consisted of only the goal statement. All lacked the specification of

the condition, performance, and the criterion. An analogy comes to mind of a
student taking their first lesson in learning to drive a car. The instructor tells the

student that they will use driving strategies to safely maneuver the car from point A
to point B. The instructor

fulls

to tell the student circumstances under which they

will be assessed, the specific behaviors that must be observed, or the criterion to
determine the minimum acceptable performance. In this situation the student lacks
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the information needed to be successful. Such is the case with all of the IEPs. The
information needed for the student to be successful, and the information needed to

empower the teacher to guide the student toward success is lacking. The IEP
measurable short-term objectives are incomplete and do not drive instruction.

Administrative Focus
The administrative focus includes district-level influences, administrative
support available on site, staff development practices and accountability for
providing an appropriate education for students with learning disabilities.

District-Level Influences
Jeanne, Anne and Lynn each shared their impressions of influences

on the

special education system, which are derived from the District level.

Me: Keith's IEP documents that he experienced regression over the

Winter break.

Did you have any conversations about Keith

participating or needing the services of E.S.Y. (extended school year)?

Jeanne: Urn, ... I'm not sure if we had conversations about anybody
regarding extended school year. I know Mrs. Jones (LRC teacher)

recommended that some of her IEP kids have some form of summer
schooL But the way the District doesn't have any meney ... I was on a
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District committee, the summer before last, that developed a flow chart
for what we would do, but the flow chart always implied that at the end

of it there was alternative education opportunities and that requires
money. And since the District has no money, you know...

A shortage of funds and an inability to supply needed services became a
common theme among the teacher participants.

Me: How do funding issues effect student services at the school site
level?

Anne: I have been warned not to.... You never bring up physicals; you
never bring up counseling. I was absolutely astounded when a school

psychologist said, "This child needs counseling." I about fell off my

chair. And that just showed how severe that need was for this child.
The message to me is, "Don't promise to provide services that cost the
district money." But it's not just services, it's also staffing issues.

have a math group that I requested. Because

the

I

class had such a huge

spread and allthesekids wereonlEPs,Ihadeightofthem. Sothenl
could focus on the half of the class that was identified "gifted" and I
sent the assignment over and said that this is what we are working on.

But, lalso know that we have a caseload in this building for two full-

time people in special education. We don't have them. We are way,
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way understaffed. I hear a lot of grousing at the district. By grousing I

mean that everybody's complained about it all year, and did lots of

surveys, and the district sent over information saying that we have
these kids with these disabilities but we didn't get any results. There
just didn't seem to be anything that anyone could do. They bad allotted
all the special education funds and nobody wanted to give up anything.

Me: What kind of support do you feel you get from the District-level?

Anne: I think there's some people at the district level who are very
committed to meeting students' needs and there are people that don't

know how that looks or how that works. And there are people that
don't think that handicapped kids should be in school; there's the whole

wide range. I think the Special Education Department, as well as the
rest of the district, has really suffered the last couple of years as we've

decentralized everything. We used to have a nxre centralized kind of

function, and now we're frying to see what the decentralized look is
going to be."

Lynn's perception was similar to that of Anne and Jeanne.

Me: How do funding issues effect special education services at the
school site level?
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Lynn: I've heard that some teachers have been warned against
referring students because of the cost involved but it hasn't been
recently, and not with our current principal. I just remember that, I

thinkitwasquiteafewyearsago,there'sbeenashift. Ididhavea
counselor tell me that we couldn't ask a parent to take their child to the
doctor for a diagnosis of ADHD, because if we did, we would be liable
for the doctor bill.

Jeanne, Anne and Lynn all believed that there was a lack of support at the
district level for providing an appropriate education for students with disabilities.

A shortage of llmds was a common theme expressed by each teacher. Anne
indicated that a staffing shortage in the area of special education was also a

negative ictor when trying to integrate services between the regular education
classroom and the LRC Anne also expressed that there are a variety of abilities and
attitudes among

the

educators at the district level: those who are committed to

meeting student needs, those lacking the knowledge or the skills in integrating
services and those how do not believe in inclusion.

School Site-Level Influences
I came away with the impression that the site Principal was very supportive
of faculty and all

StUdentS,

but I could not find specific incidences to document this
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impression. Lynn did state, "I think that I usually get what I ask for from our
principaL I talked to the principal about my student with autism, and I was able to

attend a workshop." It is probable that this impression arises from personal
conversations with the Principal and from observed interactions between the
Principal and staff and between the Principal and students. Also of impact was the
Principal's support o1 and interest in, this research project.

Staff Development
The teachers were questioned to determine the amount and the focus of staff
development.

Me: Jeanne, what types of staff development has been offered which
focused on helping students with special needs?

Jeanne: Staff development, we don't have much that's focused on
special needs students. We've had a couple of meetings with the

school psychologist She came and talked about the special ed. process
and gave us some handouts, but not terribly helpful. Mostly it was a
gripe session. If we could get sound bites, like here's a little blurb for

the next two weeks, try this. I think that would be useful. It's just
when we get a two-page or three-page handout; no one's even going to
read it. The district lays down a fucus for the year; it may be reading,

or it will be math. And then, the school goes through the test scores
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and says, "OK, geometry was low, let's focus on geometry." And the
district wanted us to do algebraic reasoning; so we focused on that. I
don't ever remember them focusing on ways to improve inclusion."
Anne also reported

her understanding

of staff development:

Me: Anne, what types of staff development has been offered which
focused on helping students with special needs?

Jeanne: Staff development is typically a curriculum area

a building

wide area. It's pretty performance based. Look at state score results.

Right now we have a committee who's working on, it's not really
working on school climate, but that whole issue of setting up structures

for the really disruptive kid. Then, we had a behavior specialist come
over. Work on the external things. I think that it's really important for

the special education teachers to.. .what I don't think has happened in
the

past, and I might be totally wrong on this, but, often times when we

have an in-service, and we are talking about a new assessment
technique, getting an idea about where kids are going, the special

education teachers are off doing some other kind of workshop rather
than getting the same kind of training that we're getting. It continues to

have that separation, and they're playing catch up all the time, but not

knowing what game they're in. So, in our building we've made more
of an effort to include our special service people to come to those kinds

of in-services.

And then the assistants in the LRC aren't even
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contracted for any of those days, when we have staff development,
which is just terrible, because they are delivering a lot of instruction.

And they don't even necessarily have an education background or a
college degree.

Lynn's view of staff development was similar to Jeanne and Anne but also
sheds additional light on the dichotomy of expertise between the regular education
and the learning resource teacher.

Me: Lynn what types of staff development has been offered which
focused on helping students with special needs?

Lynn: Our district

is into communicating about technology.

opportunities about technology. I don't see anything about special

needs kids. So I don't know of any opportunities, or support, at the
District level. For staff development, we pick a topic to focus on for
the year. We haven't focused on differentiated curriculum. We usually

focus on a subject, like on reading. I think it's because of a scarcity of
resources. If we can only do one thing, then let's do "this" one. We've

had in-services on inclusion, but they've focused on the law and our
responsibilities. They did not focus on strategies that will help to
accomplish inclusion. It can be frustrating, but you have to let it roll

off you, or you'll be frustrated all the time."
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Me: Do you think that the general education teachers attend the same
staff development that the LRC teachers attend.

Lynn: No, and that's a real problem. That changed a little bit this year.

Mrs. Jones went to reading sessions that we went to, and it was really
good for her. She got to come see what we were doing, where we were

headed. I'dliketoseethatintheareaofmath. But,generally,inthe
past, the special education people have been pulled off for other kinds
of things. They aren't in the same spot.

Me: So, did it put you at a disadvantage, to have general education
teachers and special education teachers acquiring different areas of
expertise, a type of dichotomy?

Lynn: Sure, it's hard. It's really difficult to try to work together
because you're not speaking the same language.

Jeanne, Anne and Lynn all expressed that staff development is lacking in
helping

regular education teachers to assist their special needs students in an

inclusive environment. Anne and Lynn indicate that there is a lack of collaboration
between the special education and the regular education teacher and that

collaboration is further obstructed by the dichotomous nature of the staff
development between the regular education teachers and the learning resource
teacher.
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Accountability
In order for the regular education teacher to provide accommodations and
adaptations for students with learning disabilities in their classroom, not only is the
IEP needed as a tool to be used by the teacher but also there must be motivation to

integrate those services. Jeanne expressed an intrinsic desire to integrate those
services; she would seek assistance and then utilize the suggestions that she

received. When an intrinsic desire is lacking, or insufficient to motivate action,
there must be another basic motivator to integrate those services (Banks &

Thompson, 1995). Accountability can be one such motivator.
Each teacher was questioned about the amount of accountability existed in

providing appropriate services. Two different areas of focus were selected:
whether the IEP allowed parents to gain enough understanding to hold teachers
accountable and whether the site Principal held teachers accountable.
As was described in the previous section, the terminology used in

the

IEP

was confusing to teachers. Anne and Lynn were asked about the correlation

between the confusing terminology and the degree to which parents could bold
teachers accountable.
Jeanne was asked her opinion about the amount of accountability that she felt

from evaluations and from their Principal. Jeanne's response reflected her
perspective of the importance of caring.
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Me: You have teacher evaluations every two years?

Jeanne: Yes.
Me: Does your administrator ask you about the strategies that you use
to help meet the needs of students on IEPs?

Jeanne: No. It's based upon the goals that you set for yourself
Me: Do you think there's any accountability on the

part of the

general

education teacher?

Jeanne: No, except the LRC teacher knows which teachers don't give

arip.
Me: What kinds of repercussions come from that knowledge?

Jeanne: She tries to keep from putting her students in their class.
Some teachers are better at it than others.

Me: I think if you're uncomfortable about doing something, then it's

human nature to avoid it.

So unless there's some reason, like

accountability, for doing it, change won't happen.

Jeanne: There's something other than accountability; there's caring.
Anne shared the amount of accountability that she felt from parents.

Me: How much sense do you think this language makes to parents?

Anne: I think it's foreign. Especially since, in IEPs that I've been in,
there's a real hesitancy to say, "This is where a typical third-grader is,
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andthisiswhereyourchildisfunctioning. Ithinkpart ofit is, to be
fair to the child, that children develop at lots of different rates, and I

think part of it is to not panic the parent. But I also think that we're
really careful to say, "Your child is having a lot of difficulty and way
below their peers, and we need to come up with a plan to do something

about this." When I go to IEP meetings, I find that any little strength
that shows up on a standardized test, even if everything's at the bottom
tenth percentile, and the child does something at the twentieth, they go,

"Oh, they did such a good job on

."

It's like relative to what?

Relative to all the other kids on IEPs that they're serving in that area, or
is it relative to what the expectations are in the classroom?

Me: Do you think there's less accountability for the school, because
they don't put down specifically, "We think your child is working at a
third grade level," when he's in the fifth grade?

Anne: I don't think that there necessarily has to be if they would use
the benchmark and really look at those indicators. I don't think

necessarily, a grade-level equivalency has a lot of meaning for parents.
But, it certainly is a little more meaningful than some of the comments

that I hear. It probably is a whole area of reporting that could be a little
better for parents.

Anne's response indicates a need to stay away from using jargon.
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Anne was also asked her opinion about the amount of accountability that she
felt from evaluations and from their Principal.

Me: As fir as teacher evaluations, do they happen every two years?
Anne: I think so, every other year.

Me: Does your administrator ask about any strategies that you may
have for students that you have with learning disabilities?

Anne: Yes. And also during observations when she comes in.

Me: Do you ie1 that there's accountability for teaching to students
identified with learning disabilities?

Anne: Urn...! think that there is an accountability to be aware. And,

urn.. .maybe not an accountability to deliver best practices, but
certainly an accountability

to always be thinking about it.

Differentiation has been a huge word at this schooL I get, not tired of
hearing it, but it makes me feel like I could never do the job that should
be done.

1 think that differentiation is doing everything to meet the

individual needs of the learners, and it can be huge, it can be all of the

things for both ends, all of the different learning styles, you could
probably spend hours upon hours differentiating one lesson. It's just
hardto do it right.
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Lynn shared the amount of accountability that she fek from parents.

Me: Do you think maybe, there's a potential possibility that by having

"present level of performances" being so general and not specifying,

i.e. you told me "He's approximately writing at an upper third-grade
level, lower fourth-grade level, that his reading is low fifth grade," that

there is less accountability for the school district by having "present
level of performance" being so general?

Lynn: Possibly.
Me: Would it be more meaningful to you if the IEP stipulated, "writing

at an upper third, lower fourth-grade level," and then giving some
specifics?

Lynn: It would. And I think it would be more useful for the parents
too.

Me: How meaningful do you think these are to his parents when they
come into an IEP meeting?

Lynn: I think they'll just sit there and nod.

Me: Do you think they come away from the TEP meetings with an
understanding of where there student is compared to his peers?
Lynn: No, ideally they could.
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Me: Do you think it's important for a parent to have an understanding
about where their student is and where they're going in order to be that
support mechanism?

Lynn: Oh, absolutely. I can't help but think that Craig's IEP was
mainly for reading and writing. He needed help in math; I don't know

if we were very successful in getting it. Maybe ii his parents bad
pushed for it, he would have had math included.

Lynn was also asked her opinion about the amount of accountability that she

felt from evaluations and from their Principal Lynn's response also indicates that
there is an awareness of accountability for differentiation, but not through the
evaluative process.

Me: Teacher evaluations are every two years?

Lynn: Yes.
Me: Typically, in a formal evaluation, does the administrator ask you

about the strategies that you've used to meet the needs of students on

IEPs
Lynn: Typically, no. Urn, usually you're getting evaluated on your

goals. Administrators say, "What do you want me to look at?' You're
being evaluated on that. If you're asking, how well do I differentiate
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instruction? For example, I've done that before.. .and so in that case,

urn, I don't think....
Me: So each teacher picks their own...

Lynn: Pretty much in consultation with the administrator.

Me: Do you think there's any accountability for the general education
teachers to teach a differentiated curriculum or to support kids on IEPs?

Lynn: Hopefully, I mean hopefully administrators are cognizant of
how well a teacher is doing that or if they're doing it at all.

Me: How would they know?

Lynn: By . . .observing in the classroom.
Me: How often do they come and observe?

Lynn: Huh...well they do informal observations. I mean our principal
comes through for different reasons when she comes in the classroom.

And, some administrators are better at that than others being able to
pick up on what's going on. I think the Principal's really good at that.
She's been a teacher, and she's very interested in differentiation.

Me: Do you think that would come as a result of parental concern?

Lynn: You mean.. .parents might call her and say! want to know how
well...it could.

Me: Or complain.

Lynn: It could, it could. I haven't personally been a benefactor of that.
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The discussions of accountability developed into two areas of focus: the
inability for parents to advocate for their student and to hold teachers accountable
due to the confusing language in the IEP, and the lack of accountability associated
with teacher observations made by the Principal.

Jeanne, Anne and Lynn were all of the understanding that parents were not
empowered with the knowledge that

uld allow them to impact teacher or school

accountability when providing an appropriate education for their child. The IEP
language is confusing leaving the parents in a mental haze in regard to their

student's present level of performance. This is further compounded by a lack of
communication on the part of educators that will allow parents to understand the

needs of their child and the accommodations that their child would receive. Anne
acknowledged: "There's certainly a public face for all the parent stuff and then

there's what you do with the kids." Although the discussion which followed this
statement did not allow me to interpret the motivation behind the difference

between the "public face" and what the teacher does with the student, the outcome
is the same, there is an inability, a lack of knowledge and understanding on the part

of parents, which would allow them to hold the school and the teachers
accountable.

The accountability resulting from an administrative focus was diminished by
the practice of teachers to select their own areas of focus for observations and
evaluation procedures performed by the Principal.
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Previous Research: Accountability
Accountability was not found to be an area of abundant literature. Research
did indicate that teachers discrinunate among students with different disabilities
and that there are teachers who refuse to accept responsibility for teaching the
students with learning disabilities (Johnston, 1994), which implies a Jack of

accountability. Also, DeBettencourt (1999) suggested that general educators
should be expected to implement more and varied strategies in their classrooms.
That given the increased diversity in schools today, teachers need to know how to

individualize within a large-group setting to meet the needs ofall their students.
Previous findings indicate that teachers should have expectations for teaching a
differentiated curriculum and that there are teachers who refuse to do so.

THE JOURNEY CONTINUES
Although Jeanne, Anne and Lynn are significant in the development of the
path on this journey, I have come to the awareness that, not only did I begin this

journey alone, but also I will continue alone. As I worked with
from the

the

data resulting

research, the interviews, and the observations, I felt myself becoming

more focused as the researcher who was trying to discover meaning from the data

collected and from previous research. I continued to question and to probe the
findings. It had been three years since I bad performed the initial exhaustive search
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of the literature so I decided to perform an additional review of the literature to

discover more recent findings. What I discovered was Lev Semenovich Vygotsky.

The Journal of

Remedial and Special Education had

published a special series

dedicated to the work of this Russian psychologist in 1999.

Lev Vygotsky worked in psychology only ten years, 1924-1934, but he

accomplished enormous achievements. He is reported to have written
approximately 200 pieces of innovative scientific literature, founded a powerful
scientific school of thought, now known as the Cultural-Historical Activity Theory,
and laid the foundation for several new directions in contemporary psychology

worldwide (Gindis, 1999). When he died, at the age of thirty-seven, he left reams
of unpublished manuscripts, many of which were later published with the
assistance of his daughter, Gita L. Vygodskaya.

Most intriguing to me was Vygotsky's contribution to Sociocultural Theory
and his work in special education. Of children with disabilities, Vygotsky wrote

that a society's response to a child's organic impairment leads to social
deprivation. This, in turn, adversely affects the whole developmental process and
leads to the emergence of delays and deficiencies, the secondary handicapping

conditions (Gindis, 1999). According to Gindis (1999) Vygotsky argued that a
disability is perceived as an abnormality only when and if it is brought into the

social context. Vygotsky suggested that a disability in and of itself is not a tragedy.

it is only an occasion to provoke a tragedy. As docurncnted by Vygodskaya (1999)
in Vygotsky's view, every disability not only

destroys the

child's ability to respond
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to the physical world, but also influences his relationships with people. A disability

is a kind of "social dislocation" brought about by a relationship of the child to his

environment. And although the disability itself is a biological fact, the educator is
confronted not so much by biological facts as by their social consequences.

Therefore, the education of such a child comes down to straightening out these

social dislocations. The goal of the teacher is to create compensations for his or her
shortcoming and to help the child live in this world, so that the disruption of social
relationships is repaired in another way.
Vygotsky called for the identification of a disability in a child from the point

of strength, not weakness. According to Vygodskaya, Vygotsky said that one must

keep in mind that any child with a disability is first of all a child and only
afterwards an impaired child. One must not perceive in the child with a disability
only the defect, the "grams" of the illness and not notice the "kilograms" of health
which children possess. Vygotsky paid attention not only to the result of carrymg
out a g yen task, but he thoroughly analyzed the way the childresolved it, how he
behaved, and what he said in the process. It was Vygotsky's belief that the most

appropriate test should be a developmental assessment which should concentrate on
mental processing and qualitative inetacognitive indicators, such as strategies
employed

by the child,

the type and character of mistakes, the child's ability to

benefit from the help provided by the examiner, and the child's emotional reactions

to success and failure. Vygotsky's approach was to search for positive capacities
and qualitative characteristics in the child. He sarcastically nicknamed the
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traditional approach to the individuals with disabilities as an "arithmetical concept
of handicap" because of its view of a child with a disability as the sum of his or her

negative characteristics. He suggested the identification of levels of overall
independence and needs for support.
In Vygotsky's view, special education programs should have the same

sociocultural goals as general education programs. Their specificity is in
addressing the secondary disability syndrome; that is, countering the negative

social consequences of the primary disability. Instructions in special education
should follow the same principle as general education: that education leads
development (Gindis, 1999).

I looked to the teachings of Vygotsky to better understand the findings of my

research. I approached this study with a mix of critical theory and postpositivist
epistemology as defined by Gall, Borg and Gall (1996). I differ from a critical
theorist

in that I do not purport to have the answers, but I do view students with

learning disabilities as being oppressed, and see the need for the formulation of
principles designed to clarify the power relationships and

forms of oppression

existing in our society, and thus to serve as a guide to efforts to emancipate
students with learning disabilities from their oppression. I also believe that social
reality is a construction, and that it is constructed differently by different

individuals, a postpositivist perspective. It is with this perspective that I draw
conclusions from the data.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

SUMMARY
Although a free and appropriate public education for students with
disabilities has been mandated since 1975, research reports little evidence of
growth in the abilities of teachers to provide an appropriated education to students

with learning disabilities in the general classroom. Teachers typically provide
whole-class, undifferentiated instruction and offer minimal adaptations for students

with learning disabilities (McIntosh, Vaughn, Schumm Haager & Lee, 1993:
Moody, Vaughn, & Schnmm, 1997. The results of this study support these
findings.

This study indicates that all three of the teacher participants are aware that

their students with learning disabilities learn in unique ways. This study also
indicates that all participants have an understanding of the strengths and weakness

of their students with learning disabilities. Yet, the evidence indicates that there is
no differentiation of the lessons made for these students by any of the participants.
One participant did attempt to meet the needs of her students with learning
disabilities by emphasizing lessons with visual prompts and by allowing more time
to help her students with learning disabilities. All three participants expressed that
they did

not feel

they

were meeting the needs oftheir students with learning

disabilities. One participant stated in an interview, "I think classroom teachers for
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a while have felt that we are ill prepared to handle the range and severity of

disabilities that we see. Physical, mental, attention, all of those things, we have a
wide range. And basically, we might get some assistance for kids who are way

belowinreading,maybaljttjebitforn

Buttbax'saboutallwegettosee,

forget the rest of instruction."
Other variables which were indicated in previous research findings as leading
to impotent inclusionary practices were the attitudes of teachers, the need to

increase the general education teachers' level of knowledge, the need for more staff
development, the need to increase the level of administrative support and the
availability of supportive services, the need to increase the amount of collaboration,

time, and money. The findings in this study were inclusive of all variables
mentioned in previous research. Each participant mentioned the need for more
specific knowledge for adaptations that are practical for the general classroom.
Each participant also indicated that time to collaborate was an issue.

Not

specifically mentioned, but indicated by the evidence, is the need for better rapport
and understanding between the general education and the special education teacher.

Typically there have been separate staff development opportunities for these two

populations of teachers that has lead to a chasm between them. Ultimately this
chasm has negatively impacted the amount of collaboration practiced and

diminished the quality of information shared between them. All three participants
also expressed that staff development is lacking in helping regular education

teachers to assist their special needs students in an inclusive environment. Each
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participant also mentioned that money was not available for adequate staff or

supportive services and that they felt that there was a lack of support from the
district level and that typically the lack of funding was indicated as the limiting
factor.

Unique to this study were the findings addressing the Individualized

Education Plan (IEP) All three participants reported that the IEPs consistently lack
usability and the language used in the IEP is confusing. All participants indicated
that they needed more specific strategies to be documented in the IEPs in order to
assist their students with learning disabilities. Again there exists an enigma.
Although the regular education teachers desired specific strategies, they did not
report or document strategies that they found useful throughout the year.
Also of significance within the IEP is the terminology, which is used to

describe the students' present level of perfbrmance and goals, this terminology is
not defined. Over the passage of time,

the district

has utilized different continuums

to describe student achievement. Within different 1EPs of the students who

participated in this

study, not only is terminology from the

current continuum used

by the District, but also remnants of other continuums used in the past were found.
None of the teacher participants identified the terminology in the JEPs as being
from the current District continuum nor were they able to define the meaning of the

terms. This was a consistent finding for all three teachers and for all participating

students' IEPs. This evidence implies that the IEP is a bureaucratic piece of paper
where the letter of the law is followed but not the intent. Because of the ambiguity
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of the terms used, and the lack of specific strategies, the regular classroom teacher,
who is responsible for the appropriate education for her students with learning

disabilities, has no understanding of their students' present level ofperformance,
annual goals, short-term instructional goals, or of specific strategies that will help
that student learn.

The findings in this study are alarming. Murphy (19%) wrote that students
with learning disabilities are languishing unsupported in regular classrooms, with
teachers who are unable or unwilling to provide an appropriate education but the

term "languishing unsupported" does not prepare one to witness the anguish
experienced by the students in this study. All participating students described
themselves as being "dumb," exhibited other characteristics of low self esteem that
were directly connected with their educational experiences in the public schools,
and all participating students expressed a dislike of schooL
The data in this study indicates that students with learning disabilities are
being oppressed, and there is a need for the formulation of principles designed to
clarify the power relationships and forms of oppression existing

in our society.

These principles are needed as a guide to emancipate students with learning
disabilities from their oppression.

As I ponder the variables which affect the general education teachers' ability
to effectively teach in the inclusive classroom, my mind takes me back to the

circular pattern that develops around teacher's ability to effectively teach in an

inclusive classroom and a teacher's attitude. Collaboration improves a teacher's
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ability to teach students with learning disabilities and a teacher's ability to work

collaboratively with other teachers is effected by their attitude. Experience with
special education affects a teacher's attitude.. .the amount of in-service training
received by a teacher affects a teacher's attitude, and the amount of accountability a
teacher has for utilizing inclusive practices and for collaborating affects a teacher's
ability to effectively teach students with learning disabilities.
Clearly, it is not a sufficient strategy simply to return students with

disabilities to unchanged mainstream programs. The need is for re-created regular
school programs that can meet more effectively the diverse and individual needs of
all students with good results (York & Reynolds, 1996).

According to Vygotsky (Gindis 1999), the main goal of special education is
not only to compensate for primary defects through facilitation and strengthening
of intact psychological functions but, mainly, to prevent, correct, and rehabilitate
secondary defects by psychological and pedagogical means. The mainstreamed
socio-cukural environment is the only adequate context where this can occur.
Vygotsky was critical of what he

called the, "unlawful segregation" of students

with disabilities and the "mindless mainstreaming" of children with special needs.

He expressed a firm conviction that only a truly differentiated learning environment
can fully develop the higher psychological functions and overall personality of a

child with a disability. Special education should not be just a diminished version of
general education, but a specially designed setting where the entire staff is able to

exclusively serve the individual needs of the child with a disability. It should be a
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special system that employs its specific methods because students with disabilities

require modified and alternative educational methods. Students with disabilities
need appropriately trained teachers, a differentiated curriculum, special
technological auxiliary means, and more time to

learn

(Gindis, 1999.)

I return to the questions that I had when I began this study: In what area of
the educational system can the largest impact be made? Can general education
teachers make the greatest impact or will such an impact need to come from
administrative levels? Does the key to improvement lie within the suggestions
made by previous researchers, or does the key lie in the inclusion process itself?

I hypothesize that focusing on the IEP itself can make a significant impact. I
believe that by specifically defining terms used in the IEP and by soliciting the
input from previous teachers to document specific teaching strategies

for

a student

with a learning disability that the IEP will evolve into a "living document"; a tool

to be used by subsequent teachers. This in itself is an important observation in this
study. I have also come to believe that inclusion is a socio-cultural issue, not only
at the student level but also at a educational systems leveL I therefore hypothesize
that the priorities made by administrators concerning student achievement need to
be more inclusive and that the need to improve inclusion will be a directive from

the administrative level in order for a significant impact to occur. Almost eighty
years ago, Walter Lippmann made a statement that I feel is appropriate still today,
"If a child fails in school and then fails in life, the schools cannot sit back and say:

"You see how accurately I predicted this." Unless we are to admit that education

171

is essentially impotent, we have to throw back the child's failure at the school, and
describe it as a failure not by the child but by the school" (Harvard Education
Review, 1987, p.390).

RECOMMENDATIONS
The challenge of achieving universal and inclusive education is increasing

because of the changes in the national economy and the growing diversity of
children to be served in the public schools. Rising costs for special programs
through the 1 970s were affordable because of the expanding national economy.

But now that situation has reversed; there is high demand but very tight resources

(York & Reynolds, 1996). A more economical method of meeting the needs of a
diverse student population must be implemented.

The educational system, administrators, and teachers all share the blame for
the mindless mainstreaming that is practiced with students who have learning

disabilities. District administrators need to implement strategies aimed at fulfilling
suggestions made by specialized staff and committees, such as the Special

Education Advisory Committee. These goals and strategies must be passed to the
site principals in the form of expectations. Site principals must then implement
specific processes for fuffihling these expectations. These processes should be
monitored, evaluated and modified as needed, thereby establishing a quality
improvement plan.

172

Site principals need to reevaluate the practice of separate in-service programs
for regular and special education procedures, which break down bridges, not build

them. Site principals need to be cognizant of teacher practices that enhance the
quality of education for students with learning disabilities. By acknowledging and
rewarding efforts made by individual teachers, the quality improvement plan will
be validated and will grow resulting in an improvement of the quality of education

experienced by all students. Based on this study, teachers feel that there is more to
do but a number of factors affect their ability to accomplish the tasks that are

needed. There needs to be support and accountability which will not allow teachers
to hang their bat on the limiting factors but rather to strive to improve their teaching

-Cs.
Athams

(1987) identified general education teacher functions (and related

competencies) considered essential for eftctive mainstrenming. Of the twentythree original functions, eleven remain as essential teacher functions for improving
inclusionary practices today (some have been adapted to more closely reflect

today's pedagogical practices):

1. Be able to analyze tasks

2. Evaluate learning and document the findings
3. Not only assess the needs of students but set strategies for meeting goals
4. Establish efictive parent-teacher relationships
5. Understand exceptional conditions and their ramifications in the learning
process
6. Understand the nature of inclusion and the teacher's role in making
inclusion effective

7. Be aware of attitudes
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8. Not only be knowledgeable about resource and support systems but
actively engage with and in these systems
9. Manage the learning environment
10. Individualize teaching - the curriculum must be differentiated to meet the
needs of all students in a diverse classroom
11. Understand legal issues and embrace their responsibilities in meeting the
intent of the law.
In addition to the consistent practicing of these pedagogical practices the

competent teacher must also implement the recommendations made by Steinberg
and Grigorenko (2001). First, we must identify interventions to be used on the
basis of actual learning difficulties, not on the basis of a labeL Multiple students
who have been identified with a learning disability in the area of reading may have

very different processing weaknesses. One student may have a phonologicalcoding deficit, another student may have a verbal-comprehension (higher order
reading) deficit, while a third student may have a working-memory deficit and

therefore be unable to organize what he or she reads in a coherent fashion. The
danger is that all these students may be lumped together as having a 'treading

disability" and receive the same instruction - instruction that may not be effective
Ibr any of them in particular. Thus, students need instruction

tailored to their

learning difficulties, not a generalized, watered-down instruction where "one size

fits all". Second, accommodations should be designed to help students to correct
their weaknesses. Accommodations that result in students who improve only
slightly, or who fall further and further behind, are a service to no one.

"Accommodations should be in the service of improvement, not in the service of
passing the buck on children's learning." (Steinberg and (irigorenko, 2001, p. 338).

174

Third, we must help students with learning disabilities capitalize on their strengths.

Many students with learning disabilities excel in other areas. Rather than focusing
only on their weaknesses and on their labels, we must help them develop and make

the most of their strengths. Fourth, curriculum should be taught in a way that
values the fWl spectrum of learning and thinking abilities. Steinberg and
Grigorenko (2001) stated that today's instruction now values students with superior
memory and analytical abilities, primarily as exercised in the verbal and, to a lesser

extent, quantitative domains. Instruction should value equally children with
creative and practical abilities, abilities that may well be more important in later life
and job performance than are the abilities the schools now value so highly.
In order for teachers to implement these recommendations, the IEP must

serve as the vehicle that drives instruction. Teachers must come to an IEP meeting
ready to share specific information on the student's strengths and weaknesses and
on strategies which have proven successflzl. This information must be documented
in the IEP using language that is understandable by all, educators and parents alike.
If terms used only in the field of education must be used in the IEP then a glossary
should be attached to the IEP so that all interested parties may benefit from the

information contained in the IEP. Further, the IEP must be written using sound
pedagogical techniques. The measurable short-term objectives are useless unless
they include the evaluative information

including the

conditions, performance and

criteria. The modifications and accommodations are instrumental in producing a
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meaningful short-term objective that will drive instruction for each individual
student.

Both the administrators and the teachers bear the culpability to ensure that the
IEP process results in a plan that

will provide

an appropriate education for each

individual student. The regular education teacher must provide information and
strategies that work. Accommodations and modifications must be developed from
this information. The special education teacher must transfer this information to
the IEP using terminology that is meaningful to all interested parties. The regular
education teacher must assess the IEP for its inclusiveness and meaningfulness

before signing off on the end product. The administrator must fuciitate an
environment where this information can be shared; outside support may be called

upon when needed (psychologist, occupational therapist, speech therapist, etc.), and
where teachers may feel safe in abstaining from signing an IEP until they feel that
it is meaningful;

a tool that can be used to drive instruction.

Our teacher education programs can be instrumental in improving the

practice of inclusion in today's schools. Returning to the reports by West and Idol
(1990), for the implementation of the concept of inclusion to take place, everyone,
including the parents, teachers, and administrators must philosophically agree with
the

concept of inclusion. If inclusion is to be implemented successfully, it must

become integrated into the entire education system to meet the diverse needs of all

students (Davis, 1989). This education system can be supported through teacher
education and continuing education programs.
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the theoretical foundations for providing a quality education for all students in an
inclusive classroom, but lack the experience to consistently turn theory into
practice.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
Unique to this study, and of most significance, were the findings addressing

the Individualized Education Plan (IEP). The IEPs consistently lack usability and
the language used in the IEP is confusing.

All three participants in this study indicated that they needed more specific
strategies to be documented in the IEPs in order to assist their students with

learning disabilities. Although the regular education teachers desired specific
strategies, they did not report or document strategies that they fbund useful

throughout the year. Based on this finding it is recommended that a study be
developed to test the hypothesis that a mechanism for collecting specific data as to

students' strengths, specific strategies found to be effective with the student, and
the subsequent documentation of those specific strategies on the student's IEP, can
increase the usefulness of the IEP.

Also a significant finding in this study is that the terminology used in the IEP,

which is used to describe the students' present level of performance and goals, is
not defined and was therefore of no value to the teacher. Because of the ambiguity
of the terms used, and the lack of specific strategies, the regular classroom teacher,
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who is responsible for the appropriate education for her students with learning

disabilities, has no understanding of their students' present level of performance,
annual goals, short-term instructional goals, or of specific strategies that will help

that student learn. Based on this finding it is recommended that a study be
developed to test the hypothesis that standardizing and defining terminology used
in the

IEP can increase the usefulness of the IEP.

The findings in this study are significant. It is recommended that this study
be replicated in other settings.

In 1991, Skrtic proposed fundamental changes, including a turn to
"adhocracies" to replace the ineffective pro1ssiona1 and bureaucratic structures,
which were in place in place in schools. The findings of this study indicate that the
ineffective professional and bureaucratic structures exist today.

Perhaps the

recommendations proposed would implement adhocracies, which will lead to an

improved, more effective, practice of inclusion. I suspect if this study was
replicated, these findings would not represent an isolated case. Now, its time to get
mad and its time to act.
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APPENDIX B - NATIONAL COUNCIL FOR ACCREDITATION

OF TEACHER EDUCATION

Accredited schools, colleges, and departments of education should:
Ensure that new teachers attain the necessary content, pedagogical, aixi
professional knowledge and skills to teach both independently and
collaboratively;
Ensure that all new administrators and other professional specialists attain
the knowledge and skills to create an environment for student learning;
Administer multiple assessments in a variety of forms, engage in follow-up
studies, and use the results to determine whether candidates meet
professional standards, and whether graduates can teach so that students
learn;
Commit to preparing teachers for a diverse community of students;
Prepare candidates who can integrate technology into instruction to enhance
student learning;
Encourage collegiality, reflective practice, continuous improvement, and
collaboration among educators, learners, and families; and
View teacher preparation and development as a continuum, moving from
pre-service preparation to supervised beginning practice to continuing
professional development.
2. Likewise, the new professional teacher who graduates from a profrssionally
accredited school, college, or department of education should be able to:
Help all pre-kindergarten through twelfth grade (P-12) students learn;
Teach to P.42 student standards set by specialized professional associations
and the states;
Explain instructional choices based on research-derived knowledge and best
practice;
Apply effective methods of teaching students who are at different
developmental stages, have different learning styles, and come from diverse
backgrounds;
Reflect on practice, and act on feedback; and
Be able to integrate technology into instruction effectively.

1.

3. This teacher has gained those abilities through:
A broad liberal arts education
In-depth study of the teaching field;
A foundation of professional knowledge upon which to base instructional
decisions;
Diverse, well-Planned, and sequenced experiences in P-12 schools; and
Ongoing assessments of competence to practice, through an array of
performance measures.
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STANDARD 1: CANDIDATE KNOWLEDGE, SKILLS, AND
DISPOSITIONS
Candidates preparing to work in schools as teachers know and
demonstrate the content, pedagogical, and professional knowledge,
skills, and dispositions necessary to help all students learn.
Assessments indicate that candidates meet professional, state, and
institutional standards.
Knowledge, Skills, and Dispositions Target: Teacher candidates
have in-depth knowledge of the subject matter that they plan to
teach as described in professional, state, and institutional standards.
They demonstrate their knowledge through inquiry, critical analysis,
and synthesis of the subject.
STANDARD 2: ASSESSMENT SYSTEM AND UNIT EVALUATION
The unit has an assessment system that collects analyzes data on the
applicant qualifications, candidate and graduate performance, and unit
operations to evaluate and improve the unit and its programs.
Assessment System Target: The unit, with the involvement of its
professional community, is implementing an assessment system that
reflects the conceptual framework(s) and incorporates candidate
proficiencies outlined in professional and state standards. The unit
continuously examines the validity and utility of the data produced
through assessments and makes modifications to keep abreast of
changes in assessment technology and in professional standards.
Decisions about candidate performance are based on multiple
assessments made at multiple points before program completion.
Data show the strong relationship of performance assessments to
candidate success. The unit conducts through studies to establish
fairness, accuracy, and consistency of its performance assessment
procedures. It also makes changes in its practices consistent with
the results of these studies.
Data Collection, Analysis and Evaluation Target: The unit is
implementing its assessment system and providing regular and
comprehensive data on program quality, unit operations, and
candidate performance at each stage of a program, including the first
years of practice. Data from candidates, graduates, faculty, and
other members of the professional community are based on multiple
assessments from both internal and external sources. Data are
regularly and systematically collected, compiled, summarized,
analyzed, and reported publicly for the purpose of improving
candidate performance, program quality, and unit operations. The
unit is developing and testing different information technologies to
improve its assessment system.
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Use of Data for Program Improvement Target: The unit has fully
developed evaluations and continuously searches for stronger
relationships in the evaluations, revising both the underlying data
systems and analytic techniques as necessary. The unit not only
makes changes when evaluations indicate, but also systematically
studies the effects of any changes to assure that the intended
program strengthening occurs and that there are no adverse
consequences. Candidates and litculty review performance data on
their performance regularly and develop plans for improvement.

STANDARD 3: FIELD EXPERIENCES AND CLINICAL
PRACTICE
The unit and its school partners design, implement, and evaluate field
experiences and clinical practice so that teacher candidates and other
school personnel develop and demonstrate the knowledge, skills, and
dispositions necessary to help all students learn.
Collaboration Between Unit and School Partners Target: The
school and unit share and integrate resources and expertise to
support candidates' learning in field experiences and clinical
practice. Both unit and school-based faculty are involved in
designing, implementing, and evaluating the unit's conceptual
framework(s) and the school program; they each participate in the
unit's and the school partners' professional development activities
and instructional programs for candidates and for children. The unit
and its school partners jointly determine the specific placements of
student teachers and interns for other professional roles to maximize
the learning experience for candidates and P-12 students.
Design, Implementation, and Evaluation of Field Experiences
and Clinical Practice Target: Field experiences allow candidates
to apply and reflect on their content, professional, and pedagogical
knowledge, skills, and dispositions in a variety of settings with

students and adults. Both field experiences and clinical practice
extend the unit's conceptual framework(s) into practice through
modeling by clinical faculty and well-designed opportunities to
learn through doing. During clinical practice, candidate learning is
integrated into the school program and into teaching practice.
Candidates observe and are observed by others. They interact with
teachers., college or university supervisors, and other interns about
their practice regularly and continually. They reflect on and can
justify their own practice. Candidates are members of instructional
teams in the school and are active participants in professional
decisions. They are involved in a variety of school-based activities
directed at the improvement of teaching and learning, including the
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use of information technology. Candidates collect data on student
learning, analyze them reflect on their work, and develop strategies
for improving learning.
Clinical faculty are accomplished school professionals who are jointly
selected by the unit and partnering schools. Clinical faculty are selected
and prepared for their roles as mentors and supervisors and demonstrate
the skills, knowledge, and dispositions of highly accomplished school
prokssionals.
Candidates' Development and Demonstration of Knowledge,
Skills, and Dispositions to Help All Students Learn Target:
Candidates demonstrate mastery of content areas and pedagogical
and professional knowledge before admission to and during clinical
practice. Assessments used in clinical practice indicate that
candidates meet professional, state, and institutional standards and
have a positive effect on student learning. Multiple assessments are
used by candidates and clinical faculty to determine areas that need
improvement and to develop a plan for improvement. Candidates
work collaboratively with other candidates and clinical faculty to
critique and reflect on each others' practice and their effects on
student learning with the goal of improving practice. Field
experiences and clinical practice facilitate candidates' exploration of
their knowledge, skills, and dispositions related to all students.
Candidates develop and demonstrate proficiencies that support
learning by all students as shown in their work with students with
exceptionalities and those from diverse ethnic, racial, gender, and
socioeconomic groups in classrooms and schools.

STANDARD 4: DiVERSITY
The unit designs, implements, and evaluates curriculum and
experiences for candidates to acquire and apply the knowledge, skills,
and dispositions necessary to help all students learn. These experiences
include working with diverse higher education and school fhculty,
diverse candidates, and diverse students in P-12 schools.
Design, Implementation, and Evaluation of Curriculum and
Experiences Target: Curriculum, field experiences, and clinical
practice help candidates to demonstrate knowledge, skills, and
dispositions related to diversity. They are based on well-developed
knowledge bases for, and conceptualizations of, diversity and
inclusion so that candidates can apply them effectively in schools.
Candidates learn to contextualize teaching and to draw upon
representations from the students' own experiences and knowledge.
They learn how to challenge students toward cognitive complexity
and engage all students, including students with exceptionalities,

187

through instructional conversation. Candidates and faculty review
assessment data that provide information about candidates' ability to
work with all students and develop a plan for improving their
practice in this area.
Experiences Working with Diverse Faculty Target: Candidates
interact in classroom settings on campus and in schools with
professional education faculty, faculty in other units, and school
faculty who represent diverse ethnic racial, gender, language,
exceptionality, and religious groups. Faculty with whom candidates
work throughout their preparation program are knowledgeable about
and sensitive to preparing candidates to work with diverse students,
including students with exceptionalities.
Experiences Worldng with Diverse Candidates Target:
Candidates interact and work with candidates with exceptionalities
and from diverse ethnic, racial, gender, language, socioeconomic,
and religious groups in professional education courses on campus
and in schools. The active participation of candidates from diverse
cultural backgrounds and with different experiences is solicited, and
valued and accepted in classes, field experiences, and clinical
practice.
Experiences Working with Diverse Students in P.12 Schools
Target: Extensive and substantive field experiences and clinical
practices are designed to encourage candidates to interact with
exceptional students and students from different ethnic, racial,
gender, socioeconomic, language, and religious groups. The
experiences help candidates confront issues of diversity that affect
teaching and student learning and develop strategies for improving
student learning and candidates' effectiveness as teachers.

STANDARD 5: FACULTY QUALIFICATIONS,

PERFORMANCE, AND DEVELOPMENT

Faculty are qualified and model best professional practices in
scholarship, service, and teaching, including the assessment of their
own effectiveness as related to candidate performance. They also
collaborate with colleagues in the disciplines and schools. The unit
systematically evaluates faculty performance and facilitates
professional development.
Qualified Faculty Target: Professional education faculty at the
institution have earned doctorates or exceptional expertise, have
contemporary professional experiences in school settings at the
levels that they supervise, and are meaningfully engaged in related
scholarship. All clinical faculty (higher education and school
faculty) are licensed in the fields that they teach or supervise and are
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master teachers or well recognized for their competence in their
field.

Modeling Best Professional Practices in Teaching Target:

Faculty have an in-depth understanding of their fields and are
teacher scholars who integrate what is known about their content
fields, teaching, and learning in their own instructional practice.
They exhibit intellectual vitality in their sensitivity to critical issues.
Teaching by the professional education faculty reflects the unit's
conceptual framework(s), incorporates appropriate performance
assessments, and integrates diversity and technology throughout
coursework, field experiences, and clinical practices. Faculty value
candidates' learnIng and adjust instruction appropriately to enhance
candidate learning. They understand assessment technology, use
multiple lbrms of assessments in determining their effectiveness,
and use the data to improve their practice. Many of the unit faculty
are recognized as outstanding teachers by candidates and peers
across campus and in schools.

Modeling Best Professional Practices in Scholarship Target:

Professional education faculty demonstrate scholarly work related to
teaching, learning, and their fields of specialization. They are
actively engaged in inquiry that ranges from knowledge generation
to exploration and questioning of the field to evaluating the
effectiveness of a teaching approach.
Modeling Best Professional Practices in Service Target: Unit
faculty are actively engaged in dialogues about the design and
delivery of instructional programs in both professional education
and P42 schools. They work hi schools with colleagues. They
provide leadership in the profession, schools, and professional
associations at state, national, and international levels.
Collaboration Target: Faculty are actively engaged as a
community of learners regarding the conceptual framework(s) and
scholarship of the classroom. They develop relationships, programs,
and projects with colleagues in P-12 schools and faculty in other
units of the institution to develop and refine knowledge bases,
conduct research, make presentations, publish materials, and
improve the quality of education for all students.

Unit Evaluation of Professional Education Faculty Performance
Target: The unit's systematic and comprehensive evaluation system
includes regular and comprehensive reviews of the professional
education faculty's teaching, scholarship, service, collaboration with
the professional community, and leadership hi the institution and
profession.
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Unit Facilitation of Professional Development Target: The unit
has policies and practices that encourage all professional education
faculty to be continuous learners. Experienced unit faculty mentor
new faculty, providing encouragement and support for developing
scholarly work around teaching, inquiry, and service.
STANDARD 6: UNIT GOVERNANCE AND RESOURCES
The unit has the leadership, authority, budget, personnel, facilities, and
resources, including information technology resources, for the
preparation of candidates to meet professional, state, and institutional
standards.
Unit Leadership and Authority Target: The unit provides the
leadership for effectively coordinating all programs at the institution
designed to prepare education professionals to work in P-12 schools.
The unit and other faculty collaborate with P-12 practitioners in
program design, delivery, and evaluation of the unit and its
programs. Colleagues in other units at the institution involved in the
preparation of profrssional educators, school personnel, and other
organizations recognize the unit as a leader. The unit provides
professional development on effective teaching for faculty in other
units of the institution.
Unit Budget Target: Unit budgetary allocations permit faculty
teaching, scholarship, and service that extend beyond the unit to P..
12 education and other programs in the institution. The budget for
curriculum, instruction, faculty, clinIcal work, scholarship, etc.,
supports high-quality work within the unit and its school partners.
Personnel Target: Workload policies and practices permit and
encourage faculty not only to be engaged in a wide range of
professional activities, including teaching, scholarship, assessment
advisement, work in schools, and service, but also to professionally
contribute on a community, state, regional, or national basis.
Formal policies and procedures have been established to include online course delivery in determining faculty load. The unit's use of
part-time faculty and of graduate teaching assistants is purposeful
and employed to strengthen programs, including the preparation of
teaching assistants. Clinical faculty are included in the unit as
valued colleagues in preparing educators. Unit provision of support
personnel significantly enhances the effectiveness of faculty in their
teaching and mentoring of candidates. The unit supports
professional development activities that engage faculty in dialogue
and skill development related to emerging theories and practices.
Unit Target: The unit has outstanding facilities on campus and with
partner schools to support candidates in meeting standards.
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Facilities support the units recent developments in technology that
allow fliculty to model the use of technology and candidates to
practice its use for instructional purposes.
Unit Resources Including Technology Target: The unit
aggressively and successfully secures resources to support high
quality and exemplary programs and projects to insure that
candidates meet standards. The development and implementation of
the unit's assessment system is well funded. The unit serves as an
information technology resource in education beyond the education
programs-to the institution, community, and other institutions.
Faculty and candidates have access to exemplary library, curricular,
and electronic information resources that not only serve the unit, but
also a broader constituency.
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APPENDIX C - TEACHER STANDARDS AND PRACTICES
COMMISSION
The licensure program accredited by Oregon State Teacher Standards and
Practices Commission has the following characteristics:

1. The levels of licensure align with developmental levels of students.
Licenses are issued for four levels: early childhood, elementary, middle
level and high schooL Teachers are authorized for broad assignments at
each level to ficiIitate integration of curriculum and use of multidisciplinary teams.

2. The curriculum of teacher preparation affirms the dignity and worth of all
students and assists students from diverse cultural and ethnic backgrounds
to meet State content standards and district standards.
3. Provisions are made for entry into teaching from a variety of backgrounds
including: business and industry, teaching experience in other settings, as
well as traditional four-year, five-year and fifth-year teacher education
programs.
4. Continuing professional development (CPD) is integral to the entire
licensure program. During the first year of teaching, CPD is promoted by
assignment of a mentor teacher. While holding the Initial Teaching
License a teacher's professional development is fostered through one of
three options leading to the Continuing Teaching License. Thereafter,
individualized professional development plans are incorporated into
requirements for the renewal of the Continuing Teaching License.
5. The State licensure program is compatible with requirements of the
National board for Professional Teaching Standards and teachers are
encouraged to seek voluntary national certification as evidence of
exemplary professional development.
Through the required course of study, and related assessments, candidates
preparing for an Initial Teaching License will demonstrate knowledge, skills, and
competencies in each of the five areas set forth below:
1.

Plan instruction that supports student progress in learning and is
appropriate for the developmental level:
Select or write learning goals for units of instruction that are consistent
with the school's long-term curriculum goals, State content standards and
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district standards, research findings on how students learn, and the physical
and mental maturity of one's students;
Determine the current perlbrmance level of one's students with respect
to the learning goals established for a unit of instruction;
Establish objectives within the unit of instruction that will be useful in
formulating daily lessons and in evaluating the progress of students
toward the attainment of unit goals;
Determine content, skills, and processes that will assist students in
accomplishing desired unit outcomes, and design learning activities
that lead to their mastery;
Select and organize materials, equipment and technologies needed to
teach a unit of instruction
Adapt unit and lesson plans for students with diverse needs, and for
students with varying cultural, social, and linguistic backgrounds; an
Estimate the time required within a unit for teacher-directed
instruction, student-managed learning and practice, student
evaluation/reporting and re teaching/problem solving.
2. Establish a classroom climate conducive to learning:

Affirm the dignity and worth of all students and provide the positive
support students need to be effective learners;
Communicate classroom rules and behavioral expectations that provide a
safe and orderly environment for learning, are appropriate to the level of
development of students, and are consistent with laws governing student
rights and responsibilities;
When establishing classroom rules and procedures, apply to all students
principles of gender equity and racial justice, and apply principles of least
restrictive environment for students with disabilities;
When establishing and maintaining classroom behavior, and provide
meaningful reinforcement when it occurs;
When establishing and maintaining classroom rules and procedures, take
into account the influence of the physical, social, and emotional climates of
students' homes and the community on motivation and behavior;
Monitor student conduct, and take appropriate action when misbehavior
occurs;
Interact thoughtfully and courteously with students and their parents and
resolve conflicts in a professional manner, respecting the cultural context
of the community;
Use classroom time effectively to provide maximum thne for learning;
Manage instructional transitions decisively and without loss of
instructional time;
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Arrange and set up instructional materials and effective and efficient use
during lessons; and parent volunteers, student assistants, and other support
personnel to achieve instructional objectives, if these resources are
available in the school setting.

3. Engage students in planned learning activities:
Apply organizational structures appropriate for the developmental
level of students, including individual and group instruction;
Communicate learning outcomes to be achieved and focus student
interest on tasks to be accomplished;
Implement instructional plans that employ knowledge of subject
matter and basic skills;
Use a variety of research-based educational practices that reflect how
students learn, are sensitive to individual differences and diverse
cultures, and encourage parent participation;
Emphasize instructional techniques that promote critical thinking and
problem solving, and that encourage divergent as well as convergent
thinking;
Monitor the engagement of students in learning activities, and the
progress they are making to determine if the pace or content of
instruction needs to be modified to assure that all students
accomplish lesson and unit objectives.
4. Evaluate, act upon, and report student progress in learning:

Select and/or develop tests, performance measures, observation
schedules, student interviews, or other formal or informal assessment
procedures that are appropriate to determine the progress of all
students including those from diverse cultural or ethnic backgrounds;
Document student progress in accomplishing State content standards
and district standards, prepare data summaries that show this
progress to others, and inform students, supervisors, and parents
about progress in learning;
Evaluate student progress in learning and refine plans for instruction,
establish alternative learning options, or make appropriate referrals;
To the extent appropriate and feasible, collaborate with parents,
colleagues, and members of the community to provide internal and
external assistance to students and their families if needed to promote
student learning;

5. Exhibit professional behaviors, ethics and values:

Is dependable, conscientious, and punctual;
Meets work schedule demands;
is aware of the importance of pro1ssiona1 appearance and demeanor;
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Is aware of, and acts in accordance with, school policies and
practices;
Is respectful of cultural patterns and expectations that operated
within a school;
Interacts constructively with colleagues, administrators, supervisors,
and educational assistants and parents;
Performs advisory functions for students in formal and informal
settings;
Functions as a member of an instructional team to achieve long-term
curriculum goals, State content standards and district standards;
Exhibits energy, drive and determination to make one's school and
classroom the best possible environment for teaching and learning;
and
Exhibits energy, drive and determination to become a professional
educator.
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APPENDIX D - COURSE DESCRIPTIONS BY UNiVERSITY
THE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION. MICRIGAN STATE UNiVERSiTY
PRE-INTERNSHIP EDUCATION STUDiES COURSE WORK:

TE 150 (3 Semester Credits) - "Reflections on Learning"

Students' experiences as learners in comparison to psychological,
sociological, and anthropological theories and assumptions about
learning in and out of school.

TE 250(3 Semester Credits) "Human Diversity, Poser, and Opportunity
in Social Institutions"
Comparative study of schools and other social institutions with a focus
on the social construction of diversity, maintenance of inequality, and
political, social, and economic consequences for individuals and

groups. Or
CEP 240 (3 Semester Credits) "Diverse Learners in Multicultural
Perspective"

Orientation to diverse characteristics of learners in multicultural
classrooms. Factors that mediate their access to knowledge.
Communication, linguistic, physical, sensory, behavioral, affective, and
cognitive differences.

TE 301 (4 Semester Credits) "Learners, Learning, and Teaching in
Context"

Role of social context and sociocultural background in learning.
Natural and socially constructed differences among learners.
Relationship among subject-specific knowledge, teaching and learning
that subject, and the institutional and communal context. Multiple
literacies.

TE 401 (5 Semester Credits) "Teaching of Subject Matter to Diverse
Learners"

Examining teaching as enabling diverse learners to inquire into and
construct subject-specific meanings. Adapting subject matter to learner
diversity. Exploring multiple ways diverse learners make sense of the
curriculum.

TE 402(6 Semester Credits) "Crafting Teaching Practice"

Gathering data on learners to inform content and instructional
decisions. Deciding what should be taught for specific disciplines.
Teachers' multiple roles and their professional, intellectual,
sociopolitical and communal responsibilities.
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INTERNSHIP STUDIES COURSE WORK:

TE 501 (6 Semester Credits) "Internship in Teaching Diverse Learners I"
Directed and evaluated internship in heterogeneous classrooms.
Teaching worthwhile content to students with varied learning needs.
Theoretical and field-based explorations of common teaching
dilemmas.

TE 502 (6 Semester Credits) "Internship in Teaching Diverse Learners II"
Continuing internship in heterogeneous classrooms at selected schools.
Increased emphasis on independent teaching. Maintaining classroom
communities that ensure equitable access to important knowledge and
skills. Assessing academic and social outcomes.

TE 801 (3 Semester Credits) "Professional Role and Teaching Practice I"
Teachers' professional and ethical responsibilities. Connections of
schools to other social agencies. Relation of teachers to colleagues,
families, other social service providers, and community leaders. Roles
in school governance.

it 802(3 Semester Credits) "Reflection and Inquiry in Teaching Practice
I,,
Qualitative and quantitative research methods on teaching and learning.
Criteria for judging the validity and applicability of research-based
knowledge. Framing educational problems worthy of inquiry.
Designing and assessing studies of teaching practice.

it 803(3 Semester Credits) "Professional Role and Teaching Practice II"
School-agency alliances for fostering student learning. Strategies for
working with families and community groups to improve
responsiveness to the school curriculum and to students needs. Child
advocacy in the school and community.

it 804(3 Semester Credits) "Reflection and Inquiry in Teaching Practice

II"

Collecting, analyzing, and interpreting data on teaching, learning, and
educational policy. Dilemmac surrounding research on practice.
Appraising and reporting results of inquiry.

UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN - MADISON. SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
PRE-INTERNSIJIP EDUCATION STUDIES COURSE WORK:

Environmental Education Requirement (minununi of 3 units)
Human Development (minimum of 3 units) - Select one of the following:
Ed Psych 331 Human Development from Childhood through Adolescence

Or
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Psych 560 - Child Psychology
Human Learning (minimum of 3 units)
Ed Psych 30! - Human Abilities and Learning
Foundations of the Profession (minimum of 3 units)
Ed Pol 300 - School and Society or
Ed Pol 401 History of American Education or
Ed Pol 500 -- Social Issues in Education or
Ed Pol 648 Sociology of Education
Health Education (3 unIts)
Curric 501 Health Information for Teachers
Special Education (minimum of 3 unIts)
Curric 506 - Strategies for Inclusive Schooling

Mathematics

Math 130 Arithmetical Problem Solving (3 units)
Math 131 Geometrical Inference and Reasoning (3 units)
Math 132 Mathematical Models (2 units)

EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL SEQUENCE COURSE WORK:
CURRIC 364 Introduction to Education: Preschool through Middle School
(3 units) Nature of teaching; fundamental issues which confront the teacher
and bases for making decisions; overview of the program, field trips to

elementary schools.
CURRIC 367 - Practicum in Reading and Language Arts (3 units)
CURRIC 368 - Teaching Reading: Preschool through Middle School (3 units)
CIJRRIC 369 - Teaching Language Arts: Preschool through Middle School
(3 units)
CLJRRIC 370 Teaching Mathematics: Preschool through Middle School
(3 units)
CURRIC 371 - Teaching Social studies: Preschool through Middle School
(3 units)
CUIRRIC 372 - Teaching Science: Preschool through Middle School (3 units)
CURRIC 373 Practicum in Math, Science, Social Studies: Preschool through
Middle School (3 units)
CURRIC 463 Seminar in Kindergarten through Middle School Teaching
(2 units)
CURRIC 464 Student Teaching in the Elementary School (5-10 units)
CURRIC 322 Teaching Art: Preschool through Middle School (3 units)
CURRIC 354 - Teaching Music: Preschool through Middle School (3 units)
KINES 323 - Physical Education for Elementary School Children (3 units)
CURRIC 362 - Drama in Education (3 units)

units) (4 Governance and Law 607 EDLD
units) (3 Education in Diversity 610 EDLD
units) (9 Teaching Student Childhood-Elementary Early 609 EDUC
unit) (1 III Practices Professional 607 EDUC
units) (3 Assessment Classroom 527 SPED
units) (4 II Practicum Childhood-Elementary Early 609 EDUC
unit) (1 II Practices Professional 607 EDUC
units) (4 Elementary Upper in Writing and Reading Process 610 EDUC
units) (4 Methods Math/Science/Health 610 EDUC
units) (4 Strategies Teaching and Design Curriculum 610 EDtJC
units) (4 Practicum Elementary Childhood Early 609 EDUC
unit) 1(1 Practices Professional - 607 EDUC
units) (2 Experience September Study: Field 606 EDUC
units) (4 Reading Primary 610 EDUC
units) (3 Methods Studies Literature/Social 610 EDUC
(4) Management Behavior and Classroom 526 SPED
units) 1(3 Disability of Foundations 522 SPED
units) (3 Development Pre-Adolescent and Childhood Early 541 EDST

-

coursework: following the of consists Program Teaching Elementary Graduate

OREGON OF UNWERSITY
units) (3 Schools in Computing Instructional - 514 CURRIC
units) (3 Literature Children's Teaching 422 CURRIC

-
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APPENDIX E - EDUCATIONAL THEORIES

BEHAVIORIST ORIENTATION (MERRIAM & CAFFARELLA, 1991)
Behaviorism denies free will and maintains that behavior is the result of
external forces that cause humans to behave in predictable ways. It is linked with
empiricism, which stresses scientific experiment and observation; behaviorists are

skeptical about metaphysical claims. Behaviorists look for laws governing human
behavior the way natural scientists look for empirical laws governing natural

events. Observable behavior rather than internal thought processes is the focus;

learning is manifested by a change in behavior. The stimulus-response theory of
learning. Learners will acquire and remember responses that lead to satisfying
aftereffects. Repetition of a meaningful connection results in substantial learning.
If the student is ready for the connection, learning is enhanced; if not, learning is

inhibited. Reinforce what

you want the

student to do again; ignore what

you want

the individual to stop doing. The role of the teacher is to identify behavioral goals
and establish reinforcers to achieve goals. Influential behaviorists include B.F.
Skinner, Ivan Pavlov, J.B. Watson, and Benjamin Bloom.
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COGNITIVE ORIENTATION (MERRIAM & CAFFARELLA, 1991)
Educators who look at the whole, rather than its parts, at patterns rather than

isolated events. Perception, insight and meaning are key contributions; the student
"comes too see" the solution after pondering a problem. The learner thinks about
all the ingredients necessary to solve a problem and puts them together

(cognitively) first one way and then another until the problem is solved. The locus
of control over the learning activity lies with the individual learner. Learning is
meaningful only when it can be related to concepts, which already exist in a

person's cognitive structure. Rote learning does not become linked to a person's
cognitive structure and hence is easily forgotten. Educators use "advance

organizers" to prepare a person for new learning. The teacher's role is to structure
the content of the learning activity.

HUMANIST ORIENTATION (MERRIAM & CAFFARELLA, 1991)
Humanists are educators who consider learning from the perspective of the

human potential fbr growth. The shift to the study of the affective as well as
cognitive dimensions of learning. The belief that human beings can control their

own destiny; people are inherently good and will strive for a better world; people
are free to act, and behavior is the consequence of human choice; people possess
unlimited potential for growth and development. Educators who emphasize a
person's perceptions that are centered in experience, as well as the freedom and

responsibility to become what one is capable of becoming. The motivation to learn
is intrinsic; it emanates from the learner, and educators should strive to bring this

about. Student-centered learning. There is a natural tendency for people to learn
and that learning will flourish if nourishing, encouraging environments are

provided. The teacher's role is to provide this environment and to facilitate the
development of the whole person.

SOCIAL LEARNING THEORY (MERRIAM & CAFFARELLA, 1991)
Social learning theorists are educators who believe that people learn from

observing other people, in a social setting. Learning takes place in a meaningful
environment and is acquired through social interactions with others; the focus is on

the social setting in which the learning occurs. During a rehearsal process, students
observe their own behavior and compare it to their cognitive representation of the

modeled experience. The modeled

behavior

is stored until a person is motivated to

act upon it. The teacher's role Is to model and guide new student roles and
behaviors.

PROGRESSWISM (PARKAY & STANFORD, 1998)
Pmgressivism lbcuses on the child rather than the subject matter. The
students' interests are important; integrating thinking, feeling, and doing is
important. Learners should be active and learn to solve problems by reflecting on
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their experience. The school should help students develop personal and social
values. Because society is always changing, new ideas are important to make the
future better than the past. Influential progressivists include John Dewey and
Francis Parker.

ESSENTIALISM (PARKAY & STAIWORD, 1998)
Essentialism was a response to progressivism and advocates a conservative
philosophic perspective. The emphasis is on intellectual and moral standards that
should be transmitted by the schools. The core of the curriculum should be
essential knowledge and skills. Schooling should be practical and not influence
social policy.

It is a back-to-basics movement that emphasizes facts. Students should be
taught discipline, hard work, and respect for authority. Influential essentIalists
include William C. Bagley, H.G. Rickorver, Arthur Bestor, and William Bennett;

E.D. Hirsch's Cultural Literacy could fit this category.

EXISTENTIALISM (PARKAY & STA1'FORD, 1998)
Existentialism is a highly subjective philosophy that stresses the importance

of the individual and emotional commitment to living authentically. It emphasizes
individual choice over the importance of rational theories. Jean Paul Sartre, the

French philosopher, claimed that "existence precedes essence." People are born,
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and each person must define hini, or hersel1 through choices in life. Influential
existentialists include Jean Paul Sartre, Soren Kierkegaard, Martin Heidegger,

Gabriel Marcel, Albert Camus, Carl Rogers, A.S. Neil, and Maxine Greene.

PERENMALISM (PARKAY & STANFORD, 1998)

The aim of education is to ensure that students acquire knowledge about the
great ideas of Western culture. Human beings are rational, and it is this capacity
that needs to be developed. Cultivation of the intellect is the highest priority of an
education worth having. The highest level of knowledge is each field should be the
fbcus of curriculum. Influential perennialists include Robert Maynard Hutchins,
Mortimer Adler, and Allan Bloom.

RECONSTRUCTIOMSM (PARKAY & STANFORD, 1998)
Reconstmctionists advocate that schools should take the lead to reconstruct
society. Schools have more than a responsibility to transmit knowledge, they have

the mission to transform society as well. Reconstructionists go beyond
progressivists in advocating social activism. Influential reconstructionists include
Theodore Brameld, Paulo Friere, and Henry Giroux.
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APPENDIX F - THEORETICAL INVENTORY

The following inventory is to help identif' your educational philosophy or
theoretical perspective. Please respond to the statements on the scale from 5,
"Strongly Agree", to 1, "Strongly Disagree", by circling the number that most
closely fits your perspective.

54321
54321
54321
54321
54321
54321
54321
54321
54321
54321
34321
54321
54321
54321

1

The curriculum should emphasize essential knowledge not students' personal
interests.

2

All learning results from rewards controlled by the external environment

3

Teachers should emphasize interdisciplinazy subject matter that encourages
project oriented, democratic classrooms.

4

Education should emphasize the search for personal meaning, not a fixed body
of knowledge.

5

The teacher's role is to model and guide new student roles and behaviors.

6

Schools should actively involve students in social change to reform society.

7

Educators should consider learning from the perspective of the human
potential fur growth.

8

Learning takes place in a meaningful environment and is acquired through
social interactions with others.

9

The environment shapes one's behavior; what one learns is determined by the
elements in the environment, not by the individual learner.

I

0
I
I
1

2
I

3
I

4

Teachers should be facilitators and resources who guide student inquiry, not
managers of behavior.

The cuniculum should be the same for everyone: the collective wisdom of
Western culture delivered through lecture and discussion.
Schools should lead society toward radical social change, not transmit
traditional va1ues
The learner thinks about all the ingredients necessary to solve a problem and
puts them together first one way and then another until the problem is solved.
Educators should emphasize a person's perceptions that are centered in
experience, as well as the freedom and responsibility to become what one is
capable of becoming,

c#

5

C#)

4

3

2

1

1

5

2

1

3

2

1

3

2

1

5

4

3

5

4

5

4

1

6
1

7
1

8
5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

S

1

9

3

2

1

4

3

2

1

5

4

4

3

3

2
2

1

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

3

2

5

4

It is more important for teachers tO involve students in activities to criticize
and transform society than to teach the Great Books.

2

The locus of control over the learning activity lies with the individual learner.

2

The motivation to learn is intrinsic; it emanates from the learner, and educators
should strive to bring this about.

2 A student stores a modeled behavior until the student is motivated to act upon
4

it.

2

Schools should emphasize discipline, hard wnrk, and respect for authority, not
encourage free choice.

2

6

Principles of contiguity (how close in time two events must be for a bond to be
formed) and reinforcement (any means of increasing the likelihood that an
event will be repeated) are central to explaining the learning process.

2
7

Education should enhance personal growth through problem solving in the
present, not emphasize preparation for a distant future.

2

Because we are born with an unformed personality, personal growth should be
the focus of education.

2

Human nature is constant-its most distinctive quality is the ability to reason
therefore, the intellect should be the focus of education.

8

1

Helping students develop personal values is more important than transmitting
traditional values.

I

5

5

Curriculum should emerge from students' needs and interests; therefore, it
should not be prescribed in advance.

2

2

1

Good teaching establishes an environment to control student behavior and to
measure learning of prescribed objectives.

The best education consists primarily of exposure to great works in the
humanities.

3
5

The purpose of schools is to ensure practical preparation fbr life and work, not
to encourage personal development.

2

0

4

During a learning activity, students observe their own behavior and compare it
to their cognitive representation of the modeled experience.

9
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U,

5

4

5

4

3

2

1

3

2

1

3

Learning is meaningful only when it can be related to concepts, which already
exist in a person's cognitive structure.

3
1

There is a natural tendency for people to learn and learning will flourish if
nourishing, encouraging environments are provided.

3

Teachers

2

should efficiently Iransinit a common core of knowledge, not
experiment with curriculum.

3
3

Students should have significant involvement in choosing what and how they
learn.

3

Teachers should promote the permanency of the classics.

3
5

Learning should lead students to involvement in social reform.

3

Rote learning does not become linked to a person's cognitive structure and
hence is easily forgotten.

3
7

Students learn from observing other people, in small group activities.

3

On the whole school should and must indoctrinate students with traditional
values.

0

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

I

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

4

6

8
3

9

The major goal fbr teachers is to create an environment where students can
learn on their own by guided reflection on their experiences.

4
0

Teachers should create opportunities for students to make personal choices,
not shape their behavior.

4

The aim of education should be the same
from teacher to teacher.

I

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

in

every age and society, not differ

4

Education should lead society toward social betterment not confine itself to
essential skills

4
3

The teacher's role is to design an environment that elicits desired behavior
toward meeting goals and to extinguish behavior that is not desirable.

2

5

4

3

2

1

4

The teacher's role is to structure the content of the learning activity.

5

4

3

2

I

4

The teacher's role is to provide a nurturing environment and to facilitate the
development of the whole person.

4
5
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APPENDIX G PERMISSION TO USE ATTRiBUTION

INSTRUMENT

EMAIL TO MARGARET CLARK

From-Wed Dec 09

1998

From: Marti ODell <odellm@
.edu>
To: "Margaret 1). Clark" <drmargiearthlink.net>
Subject: R: JLD Paper
Dr. Clarlç
Out of all the research that I've reviewed in the last couple of years, I was most
impressed with yours. I would be honored and would greatly appreciate the use of
your instrument.
In my review of the literature, the message is clear that over the last twenty-three
years, regular classroom teachers have made little progress in efforts to teach
effectively to all students in an inclusive environment. (Sorry, that sounds like a
line from one of my papers.) I reflect on my own pre-service training and recognize
that this area was greatly overlooked. I have also experienced the shortcomings of
inclusion on a personal leveL My husband and I have two delightful daughters,
both of who have learning disabilities. Our eldest, Erin, is nine and has also been
diagnosed with ADHD. Her learning disability affects her in all academic areas.
Our youngest, Meghann, is seven. Meghnnn has difficulty with reading skills, but
we are keeping a close eye on other academic aspects.
Besides working on my doctorate, I am an active supervisor for students who are in
the teacher preparation program at
University. I am also a member of the
Special Education Advisory Committee for
School District, and a member
of the Site-Council at the elementary school where our children attend. In order to
help support our family financially, I am employed as a Laboratory Services
Consultant for a local hospital and physicians group.

Although I have a somewhat critical view of Special Education Services, I
approach activities, and my research, on a level of process analysis. I look at
current practice, what processes are involved, and how current processes can be
changed to be more effective.
I believe that teacher attributes, as well as theoretical framework, are key factors in
the successes, or failures, of teaching strategies in an inclusive environment. I hope
to find ways to work with these factors for the development of more effective
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inclusive practices. Because of my science background, I have assumed that my
research would be of a quantitative design, but over the last year my ideas have
emerged into a qualitative study.
What I would like to propose to my committee is:
Research subjects to include all willing teachers from a local elementary
schooL
Using your instrument as a pre-survey
In-service training - topics to be addressed will be focused on regular
classroom teachers' role in the education of students with disabilities,
particularly learning disabilities and ADHD.
Post-survey
Qualitative study involving three regular ed. teachers.

I propose using the pre-and post-survey results to identify appropriate teachers for
the in-depth qualitative study.
I would like to compare survey results from the subjects in my study to the results
you obtained. In order for this comparison to be as relevant as possible, I would
like to administer the survey in the same manner. Any documentation that you can
share would be helpful

I am excited about the potential of this study. I hope that you are willing to be
associated with my research. I will look forward to your reply.
Thanks for your time and consideration,
Marti
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EMAIL FROM MARGARET CLARK
From-Wed Dec 09 1998
Date: Wed, 9 Dec 1998 10:04:03 -0800
To: odellm@ucs.orst.edu
From: "Margaret D. Clark" <drmargiearth1ink.net>
Subject: JLD Paper
Marti,

I was happy to receive your call yesterday evening regarding my paper in the
Journal of Learning Disabilities. I thought the speediest way to reach you was
probably via e-mail, since I didn't finish my class' final exam until late yesterday
evening (143 students in "Foundations of Special Education"!) and will be out in
the field with student teachers today.

DoletmeknowwhaticandotohelpyoualongwithyourresearCh. I'llbehappy

to send you a copy of the instrument, or provide any information you need. I'll be
in my office most of the day tomorrow (Thursday), but have a meeting from 12-2;
or you can contact me via e-maiL I have an account at school but the interface is so
beastly (CSLA is in the e-mail dark ages) I prefer to use this address.
Best of luck with your research,
Margi

Margaret D. Clark, P1LD.
Division of Special Education

California State University, Los Angeles KH C1072h
5151 State University Dr.
Los Angeles, CA. 90032
323-343-4409
323-343-5606 (fhx)

(drmargiearthIink.net)
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APPENDIX H - TEACHER ATTRIBUTIONS FOR TEST
FAILURE

In the following study, eight different male students are described. Each has just

taken a test and received a low (fail) score. As the teacher of these children, you
know each child's ability level, his usual pattern of performance in class, and any
other relevant information. First, you are asked to make a prediction as to the most
likely reason each student failed from among three choices.

Next, you are asked to provide positive or negative feedback in response to the

test results. Pretend this is in the form of stars: gold stars are positive, red stars are
negative. You can give the child anywhere from 1 to 5 gold stars (represented by +

numbers) or 1 to 5 red stars (represented by - numbers) by marking a point along
a continuum; You cannot give both red and gold stars, so a decision must be made.

You are asked to rate your felings of anger and pity toward the child based
on the outcome of the test and information about the student, which you are given.
These are rated from 1 (little) too 7 (much). Finally, you are asked to make a
prediction as to how likely the child is to Ihil again. This is rated from 1 (unlikely)
to 7 (very likely).

These ratings are based upon your reactions to one test. No previous
successes or failures are reported. You are to evaluate each child independently of

the others. Feel free to make comments on the survey.
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Steven is a student in your class. He is of higher ability than many in his class,
but has difficulty with tasks he must do in writing, such as writing stories, where he
must formulate correct sentences and spell correctly. He receives support from the
Resource Specialist Program, which is helping him develop strategies to improve

his written work. He works hard but slowly in class, using the methods he was

taught. He usually completes assignments. His homework is generally done
properly as well.
Today, Steven took a test in class. He failed

1. What do you think is the most likely reason he failed?
a. He does not put forth much effort.

b. He is of too low ability.
c. The material on the test was not covered adequately.
2. What feedback would you give this child?
-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

+1

+2

+3

+4

+5

Negative Feedback (red stars)--Positive Feedback (gold stars)

45

3. How much anger do you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

6

7

very much

very little

4. How much pity do you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

very much

very little

5. How likely is it this child will fail again?
1

2

3

very unlikely

45

6

7

very likely
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Tliomasisastudentinyourclass. Heisaverybrightcbild,amongthe
brightest in the class. He always works hard in class, finishes his assignments and
does his homework properly. He is able to work independently, and rarely has to
ask for help.
Thomas took a test in class today. He failed

I. What do you think is the most likely reason he failed?
a. He does not put forth much effort.
b. He is of too low ability.

c. The material on the test was not covered adequately.
2. What feedback would you give this child?
-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

+1

+2

+3

+4

+5

Negative Feedback (red stars)--Positive Feedback (gold stars)
3. How much anger do you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

6

5

7

very much

very little

4. How much pity do you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

6

5

7

very much

very little

5. How likely is it this child will liii! again?
1

2

3

very unlikely

4

5

6

7

very likely
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Philip is a student in your class. He has greater aptitude for academic tasks
than most children do in his class. Although he occasionally does excellent work,
he is usually off task, and does not participate in class often. He rarely completes
class assignments, and does not do much of his homework.
Today, Phillip took a test in class. He failed.

1. What do you think is the most likely reason he failed?
a. He does not put forth much eftbrt.
b. He is of too low ability.

c. The material on the test was not covered adequately.
2. What feedback would you give this child?
-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

+1

+2

+3

+4

+5

Negative Feedback (red stars)--Positive Feedback (gold stars)
3. How much anger do you feel toward
1

2

3

4

5

6

this child?

7

very much

very little

4. How much pity do you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

very much

very little

5. How likely is it this child will fail again?
1

2

3

very unlikely

4

5

6

7

very likely

220

Jimmy is a student in your class. He is a rather bright boy, but has some
difficulty with comprehension both in math and in reading. He sees the Resource
Specialist for assistance with his comprehension difficulties. He does the majority
of his classwork quickly, often making many errors. Homework is done the same
way unless a parent supervises him. His participation in-group work varies but is
usually limited.
Today, Jimmy took a test in class. Hefailea'

1. What do you think is the most likely reason he failed?
a. He does not put forth much effort.
b. He is of too low ability.

c. The material on the test was not covered adequately.
2. What feedback would you give this child?

-5 - 4

-3

-2

-1

+1

+2

+3

+4

+5

Negative Feedback (red stars)Positive Feedback (gold stars)
3. How much anger do you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

4. How much pity do

2

7

very much

very little

1

6

3

4

you feel toward this child?
5

very little

6

7

very much

5. How likely is it this child will fil again?
1

2

3

very unlikely

4

5

6

7

very likely
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Andrew is a student in your class. He is considered to have lower aptitude
for academic tasks than most children do in the class. He works slowly, but hard in
class, generally finishing shortened class assignments. His family works with him
at home where he finishes his homework and prepares for school. To help him be
successful in language arts and math, he receives services from the Resource
Specialist.
Today, Andrew took a test in clags. He failed

1. What do you think is the most likely reason he failed?
a. He does not put forth much effort.

b. He isoftoo lowability.
c. The material on the test was not covered adequately.

2. What feedback would you give this child?
-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

+1

+2

+3

+4

+5

Negative Feedback (red stars)--Positive Feedback (gold stars)
3. How much anger do you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

very much

very little

4. How much pity do you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

very much

very little

5. How likely is it this child will fail again?
1

2

3

very unlikely

4

5

6

7

very likely
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Brian is a student in your class. He is of limited ability as compared to mast
of his classmates. He seldom completes his class work or homework, is often off
task and does not participate in instructional groups. Because of his deficits in
Language Arts and math, he receives services from the Resource Specialist
Program.
Today, Brian took a test in class. He failed

1. What do you think is the most likely reason he failed?
a. He does not put forth much effort.
b. He is of too low ability.
c. The material on the test was not covered adequately.
2. What feedback would you give this child?
-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

+1

+2

+3

+4

+5

Negative Feedback (red stars)Positive Feedback (gold stars)
3. How much anger do you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

very much

very little

4. How much pity do you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

very much

very little

5. How likely is it this child will fail again?
1

2

3

very unlikely

4

5

6

7

very likely

223

Christopher has ability somewhat below that of most children in his class.

He works hard in class, asking for help when he needs it. He tries to participate ingroup work. His homework is finished regularly, and classwork, even if not always
quite finished, is done properly.

Christopher took a test in class today. He failed.

1. What do you think

is the most likely reason he failed?

a. He does not put forth much efibrt.
b. He is of too low ability.
c. The material on the test was not covered adequately.

2. What feedback would you give this child?
-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

+1

+2

+3

+4

+5

Negative Feedback (red stars)--Positive Feedback (gold stars)
3. How much anger do you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

very much

very little

4. How much pity do you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

very much

very little

5. How likely is it this child will fail again?
1

2

3

very unlikely

4

5

6

7

very likely
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Jeffrey is a student whose limited ability is below that of most children in

his class. He seldom does classwork completely or hurries through it, making
many errors. He rarely does his homework or studies at home, but always has an
excuse why he hasn't. When encouraged to slow down and work carefully, his
work can be appropriate for his grade leveL

Today Jeffrey took a test in class. He

failed

1. What do you think is the most likely reasonhe failed?
a. He does not put forth much effort.
b. He is of too low ability.
c. The

material on the test was not covered adequately.

2. What feedback would you give this child?
-5

-4

-3

-2

-1

+1

+2

+3

+4

+5

Negative Feedback (red stars)--Positive Feedback (gold stars)
3. How much anger do you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

very much

very little

4. How much pity do you feel toward this child?
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

very much

very little

67

S. How likely is it this child will fail again?
1

2

very unlike

3

4

5

very likely
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APPENDIX I - FRAMING QUESTIONS FOR INTERVIEWS
TEACRER LNTERVJEW #1
1. Would you share your college education experience? What did you major
in and where did you attend college?

2. Would you share your teaching experiences? Where and what did you
teach and for what length of time?
3. What types of continuing education programs have you participated in?
4. Do you have any thmily members who have been identified with a learning
disability?
5. What kind of educational experiences have your children had?

6. What are your children's educational strengths and what are their
weaknesses?
7. Can you describe what is meant by a "learning disability"?
8. What level of IQ do you typically see with a learning disabled student?

9. What is meant by the term "inclusion"?
10. What types of staff development do teachers in this school attend?
11. What types of procedures do you typically follow when students transition
between grades?

12. Typically how do you use a student's IEP? When do you first look at a new
student's IEP and how often do you refer to it?
13. What are your teaching strategies for students with learning disabilities?
14. Where do you look for resources for assisting students with special needs?
15. What support do you typically receive from the district level?
16. What support do you typically receive from the site level?
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17. Overall, what kind ofjob do you think this school and district are doing for
students with learning disabilities?

STUDENT INTERVIEW
Description of student affect:

(Introduction to student)
"As you may know, I've been working at the university to help students with
learning differences. I'd like to ask you some questions about how school was for
you this year. Things that you liked about your classroom and things that you liked
about working with your teacher."
1. Have you ever heard someone talk about what a learning difference is?

2. Do you know what is meant by a learning disability?
3. So what is meant by a learning disability?
4. Why is that do you think? Does it have to do with how smart you are?
5. So smart people sometimes have learning disabilities?
6. Are you smart?
7. People tell you that you're smart?

8. How about your folks?
9. How about your teachers?
10. Do you believe them when they tell you that you're smart?
11. Does your teacher make assignments shorter for you?
12. So that's because you were out of the class, she shortened the assignment so
you could finish?
13. How about homework?
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14. So you get the same homework assignment as everybody else?

15. Does your teacher give you papers or materials that are different than other
students in your class?
16. What's different on tests?
17. When your learning about new information, like ........ Does she talk to you
about the .Grand Canyon. or does she use pictures or overheads?
18. So, not a lot of things to look at when she's talking to you?
19. Does she write down the important things?
20. Does that help you to learn about the topic.

21. Does your teacher let you know when you are doing a good job?
22. Does she tell you a lot?

23. Does she tell you about the same amount as she does everybody else or do
you think she tells you a little more?
24. Do you like to read?
25. Do you read at home?

26. So, you do homework at home. Do you like to do the homework?

27. Usually, do your parents say"

,

it's time to do homework" or do you

pick out time and start doing homework by yourself?

28. Do you always get your homework assignments in?
29. Of reading, writing or math, which of those do you like best?

30 What second best?
31 Do you like to read more this year than last year?
32. Why do you think that is?
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33. Does anyone encourage you to read a certain amount of time when you sit
down to read?

34. So they don't say,"_____ you should read for half an hour or 15 mm."
(iep 15mm)
35. Does Mrs. T. or Mrs. J. ever tell you how long you should read at home?
36. During reading time, do you ever sit in a quiet place where you can read to
yourself?
37. Do you have time to read then when you get back to class or is the whole
time gone looking for a book?
38. Do you sit in your assigned seat to read, or do you get to go to a quiet
corner to read?
39. Have you ever tried to read a little out loud so you can hear the words as
well as see them?
40. So you just read in your head?

41. Does your teacher ever say to you"______ maybe you could read better if
you go sit in a quiet place"?
42. When you're reading and you come to a word you don't know, are there
ways that help you figure it out? (ie creative, capable, nonsense)
43. Do you sound it out letter by letter, or do you break it into littler words?
44.

Ok. See this word right here, can you sound that out for me?

45. How about this one?
46. Ok, and this one?

47. Does your teacher call, or talk to your parents very often?
48. What do you like about your class this year?

49. Do you like school.
50. Are there certain things you look forward to more than others?
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51. Do you look forward to SSR (reading)?
52. Have you had your eyes checked?

53. Do you follow the words with your finger? Or do the words ever jump
around on the page?
54. What does your teacher do in class that helps you to learn easier?
55. Does she help you more than other students in the class or about the same
amount of time.
56.

What do you like about the LRC?

57.

How about for writing. How many days do you work on writing.

58. And
59.

reading?

How do you feel about writing?

60. The day! taped class...... overhead ...... were you listening to what your
teacher was saying, or were you just busy coping the overhead?
61. Do you find that when your writing that it's hard to think about something
else that's going on?
62. (An example of a writing assignment).

63. When you're given a writing assignment, do you map out your ideas before
you start?
64. Does she ask you to map things more than anybody else or sometimes the
whole class is asked to map?

65. If you need to spell a word and you don't know how to spell it, how would
you figure it out?
66. Do you ever use a dictionary?
67.

Do they have spell checkers?

68.

(use spell checkers or dictionaries (iep))
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69. Are you working

on a portfolio? Where is it kept?

70. When you're doing a writing assignment and you need to edit, what kinds
of things would you look for? (spelling, grammar, punctuation
conventions)
71. Sometimes they talk about some different types of writing assignments, 5
modes of writing and one of them would be imaginative writing, what
would that mean, imaginative? (5 modes narrative, imaginative,
persuasive, descriptive and expository)
72. How about

narrative? What does that mean?

73. OK. Persuasive?
74.

Have you heard those words before?

75.

Have you heard of narrative?

76.

How about descriptive?

77.

And have you heard the word expository?

78. Soyou've heard it?
79.

What does your teacher do to help you with your writing assignments?

80. So she encourages you to keep working...
81. Do you like to go to the learning resource center?

82. Do you
83.

think it really helps you to go work in there?

Does anybody ever tease you about going there?

84. Do you think the rest of the class wished they could go there too?
85. Now if we talked about someone with a learning disability being smart,
what would be wrong with being a learning disabled person?
86. Has anyone ever suggested that you do a writing assignment on a
computer?

232
87. Is that because the whole class is doing that?
88. Has anyone ever suggested to you only that you use the computer?
89. Has anyone ever taught you to type without looking at the keys?

Is writing easier for you on the computer yet?

TEACHER INTERVIEW #2
"I'd like to talk to you about two of your students who are on I.E.P.'s. My
questions concerning each student will focus on; your perceptions of the student,
how well he works in your class, of what assistance his I.E.P. has been to you, and
coordinating his services with the LRC. After look closely at what all the
participants in this study have said, I hope to come up with tools or process, which
will assist teachers to help students with learning disabilities. It is not my intent to
criticize your practices but to learn from them. I hope you will reflect on your
practices, concerns and intuitive feelings about these students and about any
reaction you may have to these questions. I also hope that you will share these
concerns and feelings with me. I think the degree to which our interviews will be
informative, and I hope beneficial, will depend on your ability to say what you
truly feel and not what you think I want to hear, or should hear, or what would be
taught in a Teacher Ed. course."

LD Student #1 (K)
1. What do you think K's strengths are in your class?
2. In what specific areas do you see as his weaknesses?

3. How does K interact with his peers?
4. How do you perceive K's self-esteem?
5. This may be difficult to come up with on the spare of the moment, do you

remember any modifications or adaptations which are specified on K's I.E.P.?

6. Are there things that you routinely do to assist him?
7. What are the standard accommodations listed on state tests?

233

QUESTIONS SPECIFIC TO THE LE.P.
Area of I.E.P
Modifications
and

Adaptations

Accommodation I
Adaptation

1. Take all state and
district tests with the
following adaptations:
+ Extended time
+ Frequent breaks
+ Directions read and
clarified
+ Alternate setting

2. Visual models &/or
prompts to help K
understand and begin
assignments.

3. Testorallywhen
possible

4. Shorten/adapt written

assignments.

Questions
1. How many state &

district tests did K take
this year?

2. Was K given:

+
+
+

Extended time
Frequent breaks
Directions read and
clarified
Alternate setting

3. Did you give K visual
models or prompts to
heiphimunderstand
and begin assignments?

4. Was K given classroom
tests orally?

5. Did you typically

shorten or adapt written
assignments for K?

Reading Present level

of
performance.

1. K reading at a 1 grade
level (W-J) or
beginning reader
benchmark

2. Doich Primer sight

words at 92% before
winter break and 72%
upon return.

1. What are the

characteristics that
would be demonstrated
by a student reading at
the 1 grade level?

2. What are the

characteristics of a
Beginning Reader?

3. Very few phonics skills 3. How would you use the
Dolch Primer sight
with little use of
words for a beginning
pictures or context cues
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to aid in decoding or
comprehension.

Reading annual goal

Reading Short-term
instructional
objectives /
criteria.

1.

ByJan.2000,Kwill

reader/1 grade?
4. Have you had any

conversation about K
participating or needing
the services of ESY
(extended school year)?

1.

Whatarethe

characteristics of a
demonstrate most, if
Developing Reader?
not all of the skills of a
Developing Reader as
2. What would be typical
measured by informal
year's growth for a
reading inventories
reader at 1 grade
&/or standardized
level?
measures.
1.
What
are some
4. K will use a variety of
decoding strategies that
decoding strategies
you taught to K?
such as phonics, picture
and context cues and
2. How did you encourage
predictions.
K to use his decoding
strategies?
5. Givenalistof
commonly used sight
3. What would you use
words, K will read
for a list of commonly
them in isolation and in
used sight words? Is
context.
this a list only the LRC
would have and use?
6. Given a passage to read
K will show
comprehension
4. How did you document
through:
K present level of
performance regarding
+ Stating main ideas and
the short-term goals?
details in own words

+ Making simple

predictions and
conclusions
ldenti1ring cause /
effect relationships

5. How did you know

when it was time for an
assessment and
documentation of
goals?

6. What accuracy rating
do you think would be
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appropriate when
measuring these goals?

7. How would you

measure this accuracy?

8. Are these goals written
only for LRC
instruction or can you
adapt and apply these
goals in the regular
classroom?

9. What are some goals
that would be

Writing Present level
of
performance.

1. K is a Beginning
Writer (l grade level),
Has limited phonics
skills, spelling is a
difficulty; few
consonant blends and
digraphs used
consistently. K
reversed the letters s, d,

applicable in the
regular class?

1. What are the

characteristics of a
Beginning Writer?

2.

What art the
characteristics of a
writer at the grade
level?

pandb. These

Writing annual goal

difficulties contribute
to a great reluctance to
write in class, with and
without help. K
does/can write in
complete sentences,
using beginning
capitals, but with no
ending punctuation.
1. By Jan. 2000, K will
demonstrate the skills
of the Developing
Writer Benchmark as
measured by pre/post
writing samples &/or
standardized tests.

1. What are the

characteristics of a
Developing Writer?
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Writing Short-term
instructional

objectives/crit
eria.

1. K will use different
sentence forms
(statement, question,
and exclamation).
2. Create several

sentences on a topic in
logical / sequential
order (beginning,
middle, end) toward
paragraph formation.

3. Use standard
conventions of

grammar, punctuation
and spelling.

1. Doyouthinkitis

important for students
to be able to identify
different sentence

forms? Why?

2. Howdoyou

incorporate K's goals
i- in the classroom?

3. How would you
evaluate K's written

work for progress
toward meeting the
short-term goals? (look
at each specific goal)

4. Use the writing process 4. How would you
brainstorming ideas,
planning, writing and
revision rough drafts
and final copy.

5. Combine writing and
drawing to convey
main ideas.

determine if it was 80
% accurate?

5. How would you

document the progress
toward the goal?

6. Are these goals written
only for LRC
instruction or can you
adapt and apply these
goals in the regular
classroom?

Classroom
Observation videotane

7. What are some goals
that would be
applicable in the
regular class?
Open-ended. Exploration

and Reflection.
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General Questions

1. What does a differentiated curriculum mean to you?
1. What problems do you see with the current Special Education system?
2. What strategies or processes do you think would help the current
Special Education system?
3. Do you think you were able to meet the needs of the students with
learning disabilities in your class this year?
4. What would you have liked to do differently?
5. Do you think students with learning disabilities should have
assignments shortened?
6. (Classroom & homework)
7. Do you adapt lessons for students with L.D. (make a conscience effort
to include more visuals)?
8. Do you think students with LD need to have positive feedback more
than typical students?
9. Do you have a system to help you accomplish this?
10. What strategies do you use to help K improve his reading?
11. Do you think it's beneficial for students to read softly, out loud to
themselves?
12. How do you integrate this strategy into your classroom?
13. How do you coordinate the work done in the LRC with classroom
work?
14. Do you meet with Mrs. Terry on a routine basis? Frequency?
15. If this were a perfect system, how do you see the roles of the special
ed. And the general ed. Teachers coordinated?
16. Do you think mapping ideas before starting a writing assignment is
beneficial to K?
17. Do you encourage K to map ideas more than other students do?
18. Do you think writing is difficult for K?
19. What strategies do you use to assist K with writing?
20. Do you think the use of a computer would be beneficial to K when
doing writing assignments?
21. How do you picture integrating the use of a computer in the
completion of classroom work?
22. Are there other tools that would be beneficial to K?
23. Did you shorten classroom assignments for K?
24. Did you shorten homework assignments for K?
25. Do you think K has lower self-esteem than his peers do?
26. What did you do that would have a positive impact on K's selfesteem?
What percent of the time do you think students need to be successful in order
to keep them motivated, so they don't give up?
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